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[ I ] . 

A VINDICATION of Bifliop 
Xaylor^ From the injurious Mifrejipc- 
fentation of him by the Author of 
the. Letter, to the Clergy of the 
Church of England in the County 
of Northumberland. With a few 
Remarks itjponfome other Passages 
in. that: L»ette;. Firft printed in 

H E- Letter-writer might have paffcd 
unmoleftedv for any Thing he hath 
faid himfetf either by Way of Chal- 
lenge or Advice to the Clergy of Nortbumber- 
landi (for They will ^ctpt neither from (uS 
Handiy bat equaliy'defpife bctl)) had he not by 
a falfe and moft uojuftileprei^cntation of Bi-j^ 
fhop Tayhr grpfly abufed his Readers. For 
after he hath fpit his own littU Venom, being 
confcicHis of his own. ilatural Impotence, he 
hathJtackcd.to his Ldtcr, by Way of Poftfcript, 
• three' «r four PaUages from Bifhop 'Tayhr^ 
much ta his ovm.Purpoftf, but greatly to the 
. VU>i.. II. B Prejudice 
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Prejudice of that learned Man's Charader, hy 
^ unffifal, Pi^ce x£ Fraud in the Manner of 
(Jiiotation* . , 

.. As the.Bidiop^s Polemical Works, out of 
Which 'thefe Paflages arc taken, ^rc in the 
Hands of few People, but has Nanae iand/Cha- 
Tader dniyerfaUy knoWn> fhis Cheat •m*f^3pof- 
fibly be attended with illGonfequenccj-while 
hh Authority is vouched,^ and his T^efitmny ^vo^ 
Huced for Di^rhes KbUtb he neoer Hefdi and 
tiierie be veify few even of the Clergy 'of Ni^^ 
tbumhrland ThcmCdvtSy who have the Oppor- 
tunity of Examining how thefe Pafiages lie la 
fthe Pfece kbtii whence they 'are taken, and 
(thereby deteding the Iniquity and falfe Detding 
if this their new Gorrefpondent. The Deiign 
Hdierefore of this Paper h to fet thefe Quotations 
Ai a true Light, as wetl far the Vinditaticn qf 
^:^ie good Biflibp, and feafon£tble RepreHenfion 
ef the fraudulent Letter- writer } as to prevent 
the £fie£b of his thus impofing on his Readef$, 
Neither by fiirprifing thc^more wary and intelli- 
-gent, or deceivkig the Weak atld unleamod 
among thenar To aU whom thofe QuotitiQiis 
(ixiuft needs appear blocking, as they flanddlP* 
^gulfed and unexplained va his Pofticnpt. 
^ • V * - .:®(hop 



■Bifhop-Tf^f/orj in his flobk C^Slii^pi :Pq^ 
kmical Difcourfes (th« third £di(;iop publiO^qjl 
in foXiOx il^4. 1674) l^a^h ;Qnp im\fii/4 
Difcqurjk ebncerning the ^0Ar^ <^ Fn^phe^fk^ 
The eightee^h Seftipaof w.hic^h i? intirfcd^ 
AparM^J^MM<rAti^^^^ qftke 

jinabflptijUy.fdL^. 1049. , . ^ \ , ^ 

An4 h^9 Kjc. treats very largely apd fijlly of 
ftheir CapitftlOpinjon ^gajftft thiC Bj^tiAnitf 
J^f^ntsr. J^e begins y^t^ ;^fe Wprds. j y^/j- 
4bqugb' it hA D0rin^ j^b ^9^^^,9VK4.hJ^ 
\moJi Sai^i,of:G;ttifti^ff^:. ffpff^ gr^at Grounds^ ^ 
•jS^i(^j' yfit $tq^i^ their D^ence may be fa gre^^ 
fis to take &§: ptuch^ and^ei/^etbe Edge of their 
jidverjaries; jifa^lt. It wfll'ie neither unplear 
Jant nor xm^r^able to drffm a Jkort Sche/?ie-qf 
Ple/ifor.each\Eartyy t^^efuh of "which poj^ibly 
may be^ that though they be deceived^ yet they^l^ave 
fo great Rxcvfe-m their Siife^. that their Err^ijr 
is not impudent or vincible. The l^qptij^npf 
Infants refs^principaUymduJiiaUyuppH tbh^mf- 
courfe^ &9. ;.Thcji: Iae\prgduces the/cvcjal 
Arguments ufpally alkdged .for Infant- B^ap- 
tifm, wJiichjEake up.tbq^xtnioe Ps^r^raphs 
or Se(fU9ns*. . ',..•. • .. - v.. . 

. .. > . • , • ^ • ' \^ ' 

B a At 



- At the twelfth Sctftibn, p. io42, Hebegini 
to.^rcfent what thii -Atoflbaptifts have to fay 
in Oppofition to thefe Arguments before laid 
dowR,' and ih J^iffificatlon of thei^ own Tfe* 
riQ{it% 'Th all ibhy fayShe, the Anabaptiji gives 
afoft anid gentle ^Jjnfwery &c* And fo he goc« 
on to the thirty-fourth Scdlion, p. 1Q51, per- 
Ibaatirig the Anabapfift, atid -^ying a great 
deal 'more for their Doftrine, and tugging it a 
great <ieal better •^h ever the^ could do for 
theixifelves. Having,a'fted his Part very dex- 
(youfly, he concludes; Urns far ^he Anabaptijis 
may argue i-^7hey have been encouraged in their 
'Err our more by the accidental Ad^antHgis ti^ 
have^ven theni^by xmr weak ArguingSy than by 
any Excellency of their 'Wit ^ and (much lefsj any 
Advantage of tbetr^Caufd—^But becaufe all 
Men will not tinderjiand my Purpofe (he fpeaks 
of fuch People as our Letter- wfiteri who for 
want of Learning, no more underftarid the Ufc 
* of the Figure Profopopaia^ than they do the 
ITfe of the Rite Padobaptifm) or think my 
Meaning innocent unlefs lanfwer the Arguments 
which I have made or gathered.-^ — Ihavecho^ 
' fen therefore to addfome Animadverfom uponihe 
Anabaptijis Plea^ And then he proceeds in 

eighteen 



of Bifiopll^ AY tots.. 
eighteen Pages, folidly confunttg the Plea 
which he h*d been drawing a S^shemcof, and 
demolifhing that Caflle which he had been 
building for them in the Air j and in which 
our wife Lettcr-wriwt thiiiks yetto tafcb Sanc- 
tuary. See from Page 105 1, to Pfjge 10^9. 
The Plea refuted. 

. Now the Reader, ;who hath ,not th^Cs 
Works of Biftiop Taylor, and is not acquain- 
ted with than, is .defired to take Notice that 
all the Paffages cited as the Bilhop*s in the 
Poflcript above-mentioniedr ate- taken joUT of 
this Anabaptifts Plea, as it fiShdg ihgenio,uSy 
fupported by his Wit, andlagECcably adorned 
by his Style. They are- his own Words md 
Expreffions J fo far is true. Nay, the Argti? 
ments themfelves are fo far hisL cMtn, as he 
hath by- the Help of a fine Imagination and 
a fuperior Fancy, dreft thcmu up in greater 
Strength and Beauty than the An^l^ptif^ 
themfelves could ever do, yef, they are not^ as 
they are rcprefented in the Poftfcript, ins Senti-- 
ments I Nor could the Letter- writer imagine 
that they '^v^ere ; though he hath (hewed but 
little Judgment or Skill in the Choice of them, 
for he hath only picked out fuch Phages «3 

.B'3:: fuited 



A ViNilCATION 

firited fe^ft ^h his Ov^^n \o^ Tarlle, and hath 
kft the mor6 ingenioijd «n4 Aibtiie Argufnentsr 
behind. 



fcript ^r^/w Si(^J* 
Taylor, perftmaifng 
the Artabaptift, 



Why-cailnot'Gbd 
(fayf Bijhop Taylor) 
h w^ll do his Mer*- 
des to Infants hdv^ 
immediatdy, as he did 
before the^ InilitutioQ 
feither of Circumcifion 
prBaptifm? Ntm* ?7? 
f. 1044* 



However there h 

|io Danger that Infants 

fliould 



S^ofafims out of tb& 
Jam DifcourfeofBi'^ 
Jhop Taylor'i where 
he irefutes bis own 
Arguments Jor the 
Anabfaptifts^ . . 

To the laft Clauft 
viz. Why camot Gq4 
as well do bis Mercief 
to Ir^dntSy &c, I an- 
fwcr, that I know no 
IVf an th^t fays he can^ 
not i but yet this was 
not fufEcient to hinder 
Babes from Circumci- 
(ion, and why then 
(hall it hinder them 
from Baptifm ? A4 
Num. 17. p, 1058, 

This Precept was in 

all Ages expounded to 

figniiy 



cf Bijh^ TAYto*. 



ftiould perift for W«it 
of this external Mini- 
flry, much lefs for 
prcvaricatkig Chrift's 
Precept of Nifi quis 
renatusjuerii^ &c. lb. 



For firft the Watff 

fuid Spijit in |hi$ Pl^ce 

fignify the fameThtog, 

and by Water is meant 

the 



fignify the lOrdinary, 
Neoeffity of Baptifm. 
to aU Perfof^s; jind 
nifi^ quis can me^n In- 
fants as well as, Men^ 
of Age: An^ti^auf* 
it comniands a nfv( 
Birth and a Regene<- 
'ration^ and implies 
ithat a natural Birth 
iCannot intitle us to 
Heaven; but the fe- 
cond Birth mufl; In- 
fants who have as much 
need and as much 
Right to Heaven as 
Men of Years, and 
yet cannot have it l^ 
natural or firfl Birth j, 
muft have it by the 
Second and Spiritual. 
^ 1059. 

I reply, that tbere^ 
Jin they do not figni- 
fy Ac fame Thing, bcr 
cav^e by Water is 
B 4 meant 
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the EfFcdt of the Spi- 
rit, cleanfing and pu- 
rifying the Soul, as 
appears iA its parallel 
Place of Chrift bapti- 
(ing with the Spirit 
^nd with Fire. 



The reft of this 
Quotation anfwered 

Quoitations in the 
next Paragraph out of 
Num. 31* p, 1049. 



meant the Efie<a of 
the Spirit, unlefs the 
Effeft and the Caufc 
be the fan^e thing ; io 
that here is a Contra* 
didion in thte Parts of 
the Allegation, -.i » I 
fhall not need to con- 
fider their parallel In- 
ftance.— This Place 
was verified in the Let- 
ter, and firft Significa- 
; tion of it, and fo did 
.. relate to the miraculous 
Defcent of the Holy 
Ghoft in the Likenefs 
of Tongues of Fire, 
But this concerns not 
all, for all were not 
fo baptized, &c. Ad 
Num. 18. 

Ad Num. 18. p. 
1059. 

Afwered at Page 
1066. ^ 

Quotation 



of Bi/bop 

Qaotation oat of 
Page 1050. . 

Quotation out of 
Num. 3 2» which is the 
kft. : ... 

Thus &r BiOibp* 
fayhr. See Poftfcript. 



Taylo>u 

' : AnfwcSrfed.at JRige? 

1067. ' r '» 

Anfwered in Pagesj 

1067 ^d 1068./ ^ vo 

i have illdw C6nfid^^ 
red all that the Ana* 
baptifts can with-Pro-^ 
babiKty cfcJcA againft 
our Arguments, and' 
have difcovered the* 
Weaknefs of their 
E)Eceptioas. Ad Num:* 
25. • "' 



To confront every Sentence that he hath 
quoted out of the Bifhop's Difcotrle vi^ith its 
refpedive Ahfwer out of the faoae, in Words 
at length, as is done in the three &ilr S^ten^ 
ces, would take up much room to little Pur*^ 
pdc. This ihort Specimen, with' the Refe- 
rences to'thofe Pkc^ inBifhop T^ibr s.Book^ 
where any Per;(bn, who has 9 Mind to fid&fy 
himielf further, will find the fever^Anfwer^ 
may be fufficbht to juftify that learned Divine^, 
and to dcnaon]Q«i!tc the 0iamef ol .Want of Itir 

genuity 



ffffdty^m^^SoaaSIfy in i|hB>LettQr-witer,.^o 
could condiBfcend to. fuch a mean Art as tbis, 
tagitefonto Appearance of Authority tq.liis 
own weak: ReaiGbMogf ; 9aA 4raw }»s. Reader. 
by a Cheat into a Perf^iafion, into which he. 
CQuld not 4r»w ly^ by;lu« ArgunAent^ 
- A^Um (nay fn®^ foe an Atii«rer tj» hi& 

As ^ his Letter it£^> which he hath wrote 
to rebuke the Clergy of Northumberland for 
igich^iamfSi f^ ^ calls it, the Q^ers, he 
^ould begiyen tpAoderftand, that the Nor- 
tkitmb&hnd Ck^> whatever they may think 
of thofe of his Se^, jet do not ufe to call 
them by any unchriftian Names, (unlefs ^gaier 
iffeU be fuch) or otherwiie rejHroa^ or ^jjare 
^m j but arc wiling th^ ihould ei^oy ths 
Toleration ^t th^ l^ws k%yp given the^, 
and may reafoiii^y tfft^ from th^iW in fac^ 
GrcumilaQfles^ tit leaft Pe^e atuigood Words* 
But lince nothing will iatisfyhibi, but a ^br 
lick Acknowledgement fif lih^ir Rigk t& be 
^led CbryHotts, which h^ pnodaiiai in hi* 
Tkle Page, and a&rts throMghodt hSsiLeintr; 
&{^drts it &cm. Scr^ture, and &ohi tlwl^oc-r 
trine «f the Cburdi of BngUatd in her Arti* 
V cles. 



dcs, ami imreighs agamft the CW^ \as the 
People moft foirvirard tar rob them of it; fiocei 
tbia is the Caibi it will be worth tir bile to fte 
how he ma^es ^t Claim out f(^ J»s Friftidh, 
And truly they wilt have no Reafoti tp ^itnfe 
him; for it fG&^sifrom his ic>Wii:A^ 
thattheyarewG&rs^*^ffii whlpfai^morefor^ 
hsrps tban the. Clergy of N^tbmfikerkn4% il 
he wiU but kt then^ al^pne^ woul4 care to c^ 
in their T^tth*^ 

^is firft PofitiwQ is^ Ti^at ^Jfaiers doMiivt^ 
the Bfiptifm of C^Jps fully andjhfcerefy as angt 
Cbrijlian ev(r ^V* jdnd he Cbalkfjges' fh^ 
(viz. the Clergy,) to prove the Cmtrary^ p* 3* 
And if they were to challenge .him to prove 
that the Qgakere dofncerefy believe it^ he would 
find it impoffibie to give them Satisfa€Uoa; 
So that ilich mbfurd Challenges are better let 
alone. They do not, by their own ConfefHon, 
believe that to be the B^ptifm of Cbrifi which 
all other Cbriftians hold for fiicb. And ho;^ 
JmcereJ^ they do believe what they call His Bapr 
tijm^ will not fee known, or credited on their 
bare Word. Every Body will judge of their 
Jingerity ^ he is dif^fed« 

But 
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. But there may be a Fallacy in the Aflertion: 
For they do not allow amy to be properly Cfo^V 
^fiiam but thetnfelves (as this Writer hlm£:lf 
iniinuates a little further/ and i$ the Confe^ 
qutmceof -his Do<Srine> whatever he may have 
ftid in the BeginriiDg of his Letter to die Con* 
trary.) So that what he ik]^s here^ '^ tazy iti this 
^ ienfe be truc-wiough, for any Thing we 
fctidw, viz. that,; whatever they mean fey the 
Baptifm of Chrift, it is as fully andfincerely be^ 
Keved by one as by another of them. And he 
inayfafcly Challenge all the World to . prove 
ffite Contrary. - -^ — -*- * 

C His next ftcp is, i)izt£>rinkliHg Infants, and 
fgning them with the Crofs^ are in bis Opinion, 
mere Ceremmies\ &c. p. 4. Here too we have 
imly his Word for it : And were he to add his 
filemn Affirmation^ it would riot advance his 
bare Opinion atiljudgment ihto an Argument. 
And befides; what hath Infant Baptifm to do 
with the Point he has undertaken to make out, 
*0iz. That fakers are Cbrifiians ? He has fpcnt 
four Pages in condemning the Pradtice of Bap- 
tizing Infants : But how doth this help towards 
proving either the Baptifm j' or Chrijitanity of 
fakers ? Why doth he take up the Weapons 

of 



iff Bijhop Taylor. x^ 

of the j^haittfts^ (or Baptifis^ as they call 
themfelves) and fight ia their Gaufe, feeming 
thereby to allow of Dipping, or the Baptiim 
of Adults {SttFrdn.Bugg^ ^aierifm Wither- 
if^i p. 46. IiQflk/..i^94); \^hen fiit the feqie 
Tiniche really difallows of /Aj/jtpo, and ^pfOr 
fea the. external JRiie, ^hidb th^.ufe to make 
thoai^dves Chriftians, as vebemefitly as bi^ op^ 
pofes the Baptiftn of InfiiQts ? He brifigs -sp 
ConchifioQ £>r, liis own Right to ChriAiantty 
either ways but cmly a Proof of his own lo^ 
fincerity. ' ;; 

He wbuld;^rctdnd' indeed;, is: a Giolout for 
•thiiEi Procreediog, .th«t the Clerg;^ do Uncbriftian 
, tbe^uaitr^far dating Bapiijkt^, Infants. This 
he repeats. onrcland over, andlin' Anfwet tojt 
tcjls lixem, that!//' they canmt4f;w€nbat Ii^f^t 
Bapttfm is tbiBaptifm of^iji, then the Fwn- 
detion of their Charge agoing the fakers iffalfe. 
Bat this is aniere Pretence.; for if this was all 
the Charge agslinft them, \ they would o&ly be 
reckoned ai>d cd^ed jjnabaptifii^ ot Jbaipfed^ 
baptijis. Bat the Charge npon which they 
arc rtpovtcdpoCbrifiiam^^ is of a more grievous 
Nature, viz. ,^be renoancing Water-'BaptifmJn 
generaly and denying it to alfumthotaDiJiin&ion. 

So 
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So that this Suggeftion fS. \^ is not onljr 
"f^iSt^ but improbable, and ^aa do him no Set?* 

mam ' : • • ■ 

-"' i'he fktitmiy b? faid (rf' bit nqoct Pliea, .p. 
og;,'flbat ^ant Bafiti/hi is, Mcardif^ to tie 
-^^nni ofl^XSburth <f England, 4m Artide 
^--WMtlh'-i-r'^/lf^-fhtt ^-$gtdurs are- too- 
'^f)^^Uatfdfift''mM&oing' «Bit y^^#^/«— <<&«. 
Wu^ .(a» he'%^ it ns neither cm^aittedan So'ip- 
'ptf^j n»r eon bepimed tbefe&^i. jos mxry^ Arii- 
■eie tf'Faifkyaca»>^flg':to tin 'yiidg^eta vf oar 
Cburcbf ougla to be. 

• i Ni^ baih^i^id-our Articltfj :^ai6e hath^ne 

'SiKbop Taylor^^iidaxmiyiti/ittQ^mg^t Sub- 

^Je)6fc or I>efign of tl\em % odMrvi^e he would 

3hcM^d'4eaa)ed-.tbe Dilferencerbetween tiffnoing 

♦fe 9 'DoBrine, ;aJid dbpfing a.Pntibpt, bdtvredh 

•BeikfanA Profeffion, Butb iad^Baptijfhii which 

•arevas dcatlydi&hgatiked.intJbept, asthey are 

'in Mark x^i*'46. He ibat-idievethy ami is 

■' iap^oed, Jball be foved, Whwehy it appears 

-^tBaptffin.is.neceffary to i5al?ation, though 

lit be not a necejfary Artick of^Faitb. What 

' » iJud in the Artides of Infant Baptifra, is no 

•"more than this, that it is in anyWife to be re- 

• tained intbe Church, as moJi.dgreeable leith the 
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of S\/k9p ITavl'or. I^ 

■hmtudm of Ch^f Hf k Ao l$l««e . tp ^cm»- 
rel with this, for it is not the GrQwid «q4 
Bottom upofiiirhichil^bcGon^eBfoiiiion'df <^- 

I^t hiin tathcrHtr^ how1io.\<!iU c efbte-Att 
pdi^r Pofition whtoh'yciy jateisly'eoAeerKs-Jbtiei 
-and them. Akt.^j. B<tptjfmii'4fisni^ fr9f 
ftffmt'MdMtirk^ \BJfferenctt 'OoherdyChri^ 
ions aft '^jcermdffomM^sibtft^ mt Gbfifir 
iaris.'^ — •Ch'ifiidfii '^-fiM €i^iiHiff» iM.-tbe 
Latin is, viz^ ^^^i^^, ^i^ <have pia^aaCkift 
in Water-Baptifm, from Jews, Turks, Infid^ 

Q^kcrs, 'efr.'; ■,.■ n ■■. : 

Whit-h* &7$,rpr6i-is fotoiflcd (jncHfc lite 
Miftakfi. WoMldymthmk tie %tflbn £ityeu 
.Jt^etyjfJiiy'fiataSdfroninmeey^ r»Cbrift»<mt 
'Aedn/fe.ymde^'tie HaSdmtf 'itmbfi^wtut" 
tim ? l^e takcs.ihis ia.be a parallill iOdfe ;: is 
if ahy Man^s beidg^t* Qbri/Han d^aded on his 
ado^tng or.denylhg'th&t particttlaf fDodlrHie. 
He ibbukl haveq>bt it thus to:JMB0e«»^e<«t 
paradlci, ifFtuUyau^tU^ ticiiftlMX'fioiiidpr^ 

ftantiahtt'f Ahft dxcii^)^ the Asfi^r, SnU 
the Application' woiiki befdion'aiKl<e9^i . F^r 
as no Man who d(^mes ihat £)o|^$n« isy tft^ 



at* yfVlMDl^ AXIOM 

^a0^ fd Ii6 Mah Vfho denies Baptifm i$ a true 
ChriJHim.'- r . : .1 . . 

- " At lengilt^^be produceshis kft and grind 
Argument againft Infant Baptifm. tie adk 
^tifdn the ^fi wife and kdmed of them^ (viz, 
igSJorthw»berlahd Clergy): 'A) /riw^ Infara Bop^ 
tifmfttfmStriftuh^ tiaeis^{&yshe, that thcjr 
-may not tmftake his meaning) to frwefrom 
Scfiftuni that Jfninkling Infants m their Fbre^ 
'^eads^ifh aHifle tTam.is the Baptifm ofGbriJt 
4r^Uhited ^ Sidy and proofed by bis J^ 



Poor Gentlemen^ how will they deal with 

'this R^anv or fatisfy hisBonandsl ^They\7ill 

prove to hiin» that aU mtbout Exception who 

.are capdbie tA being admitted intoVCovenaiit 

with God through Chriil are to be baptized^ 

Mat. xkvfil.- 19. Mackxvi. i6. Jdhniii. 5. 

Eph, iv. 5, efc. They^ will prwc^ h&kjGbil- 

liren teniae as capable of tMs under tb^.QoJpeiy 

^«& they were undo: the Law to be. Members 

-«f theCpyetaant in Chrift to come^^ ^itnd that 

-they ure^ at that Age, iptijtled .to tber&agdom 

-^ Q<idi and highly kooeptabie to ourSab^iour^ 

-ilforA i.^T^, 15, 16, That they ^rc J7*r to be 

'^^ypffprn^^j^ndt toie defpi^ botnu^&rve 

*•.. - as 



of Bfjhop TayIcOR. 

a a "Pattern even to Adtflts, Mateh, xviit. ^, 
4, 5, 6, 10. And they vv^H provci that if 
Children be fbtis capable (^Admijpm into -the 
Gojpel Covenant^' they cannot be excluded from- 
the outward Seal of it ' For allowing t&eirCa^ 
pacity^ we have no.Controvcrfy even with the 
Anabapttjiss cbncernittg this Conclufidft. r '. . 

Nay ihey will grvc him more difg<ft Scrip- 
ture Proctf- of Infant Baptifna, from t CoV'.vlu 
14. Now are your Children holy. Which €annot 
be fairly and confiftently undcrftood other^ife 
than of fhofe Children hsviag been bajjti^edj 
as many 6f Ae old Fathers interpreted it, and 
hath- been more particularly fhewn by learned 
Men of late; Dr Hammond on €ttt -Place y 
Dr Walk ififaht Baptifrhs Chapiii. ^e^. 11. 
and others.^ ^*'' ' "' -- ' 

But though they will • prove all ybii^ -as 
hath been done an hundred Times, ^ntf backfecf 
with the perpetual Pradicc of the thurch. 
From the Timesof the Apofties, to the'prefent 
Age, (as Dr Wall hath -paVticularly (hewn /// 
hh Hijlory of Infant Baptifm) yet it will not 
come up to what this Letter- Writer calls for. 
For there is not. a Word in the Bible oifprink-- 
ling Infant Sy • or of their 'Porebead^^ or -of a 
^ Vol: 11. C UttU 
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Kttk ff^aferio be ufed foj; the Purpofe, which 
are the Thlnge hejnuft be fatisiied in. The/ 
OLti ftove the Things thiatis^ tie Right of Qnl^ 
4ren /» Baptifm \ that they not only may^ but 
might t6 be baptized j and that p^ing Water 
$n^thiit.Fa€€Sy is aa.Htftrally and truly wajking 
ibem^ M if they were dipped ; and $hat ^ /////< 
IFi(€t: itisty fuffice iv Jrttjf Qbtldrfni, . . jjujt here 
id the^ Misfortune, diey cannot ftit.fi to this 
Man in: ail the Scripture, the Words Infant 
M$pfifff^ wy xnore xhznJnfant chrcmeijkn. Bu| 
^hey. will; tell hitn» inlieuof it« that ^hi& Way 
©f Argujpg be rights it will proye more than 
Ipe think$ pf, and hold as flrongly againft the 
^^frs Baptjfifii as Infant Baptifm. 

For the Baptifm of Chrif, ox Cbriji's Bap- 
tifm^ ( which are his conftant Terms for expreff- 
ing thi^Mljftrue Mafaifm^ . wherewith Quakers 
are baptesi^d,) are ExpreSions not to be met 
w^th in the whole Bible. And they will, ia 
his own Words, Befire him tojhew them where 
they are^ that they may read them ; fi^ they haroe 
read both the Old and New Tefiament thrmgb 
(much oftner, and to more purpofe, than ever 
he hath done) and yet they cannot find any fucb 
fhrafe as he talks of. They read often of the 

Baptifm 
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^p^m'of John, aodof/Ap Baptijk ^ Ripen^ 
tance : But though the Word Baptifm occurs 
abavr;^virfiity Times in the New Teftament, 
yet they could never meet with it fo ufed, viz, 
Baptifm of. Cbriji. Thi^rcfore according to his 
own Argument, He tb^t is not baptized wtb 
tbe. Baptifm of Cbriflj is not ^ true CbriJHan% 
altbougk.ifl Words be may profefs Chrifi^^ p. 4^ 
But ihziB^tifm of Ckrift PPt being to hc^read 
in Scripturcj any npore than Lifant Baptifh; the 
Qualccfs cannot havic it in their pwn Way 
of Reafoning; and •<:onfequendy 4re i20f 
ChriJliariSi though they mdj Jn ff9r4^ profefs 
Chriji., , . 

This 19 really thp ftrft fair Dcdudlibn ot 
CondufioA that comes out of. his boafled 
Arguments to prov© the Quakers to be 
CbriiViaos*. . 

To omit therefore all the impertinent Infc* 
rences he draws fro{» bis pretended Confuta^ 
on of Infant Baptifm, let us proceed to his 
next, Argument levelled againft Baptiibi W/ift 
Water. 

He f^ys, p. 7. that the Baptijm of Cbrijl 

cannot be proved from Scripture to Be a W^ter* 

Baptifm. The Reafon which he gives bj that 

C 2 in 
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itt the Ipjditution of Baptifm» Mattb. xxxvL 
ig. There is no Mentis of Water. No more 
there is of Cbriji. And* therefore if JFater^ 
Baptifm cannot^r this Reafon be proved froiri 
thence, no more czniHitt Baptifm of CbriJl. 

But it b as certain that Water-Baptifm was 
here inftituted^ us that Cbrift did inftitute it. 
And it is certain that the Apoftles underftood 
It foy as appears both by their Pra£Hce and 
Writings, Mis x. 47, and viii. 36, 3 8. . Epb. 
V. 26^ Heb. X. 22. In all which Haces 
Water is exprefsly mentioned* 
• Bat all the Mifinterpretations of this Text 
in MattbeWf by the Q^kers, arc owing, as 
bath been obferved oUcn^ to their Ignorance 
of the learned Languages, and inability to judge 
righdy of the Tranflatiohs. Here, for Inftance, 
Baptize is a Greek Word, which becoming a 
technical Term in other Languages to exprefs 
this Sacrament, is only made Englijb by ufage : 
Other wife our Tranflators might have render* 
ed it here, as they have done in other Pl&ces^ 
Goy and wafl) Men in the Name oftbe Father y txc. 
•And then there would be no Room for this 
Cavil, or for the Nonfcnfe that follows about 
unde^£bading the form, not of the Name^ 
::; but 



of'Bipjaf Taylor. St; 

but Pemfer of the ^Fkrb^y &c. But trough' 
our Letter- Writer hath got here, wfaatis jM-64 
pcrly and truly a Quaker's Argument, yet he 
doth not care to truft himfelf with the Manage*-, 
ment of it, but calls in the i^ffiftance of a 
Friend i and brings in a Quotation from one 
. of the Brotherhood. TJie Sender SMbftance of 
xvhich having been confuted again and again^ 
(hall only be anfwered here by a Reference to 
Mr Lefiie\ Dhine Infiitution of Water^Bap-^ 
tifmy Se£f\ f aind a. And JV4iir% Defsnce (f 
his Hi/hry of Infant Uapfifm. <k^. ^ and jf. 
And we' will proceed to his laft, and <xAy Ar- 
gument properly fo called, to prove the Qua** 
kcrs Chriftians. 

It is this, p. 10. John, faid Cbriji fo bis 
DifcipleSy truly baptized ^itb Water \ but ye 
jball be baptized ^tb the Holy Chofi not -many 
Bays hence. Here Gbrifi plainly dijiinguijhes 
Jobn^s Water-Baptijm Jrom the Baptifm of the 
Holy Ghoji. John hadbaptiikednvith Water, but 
CbriJI tells his Followers that they Jhouldbe bap^ 
iized with the Holy Gbo/I. Now Mark (fays 
he) that the Followers of Chriji are to bi bap^ 
tized^withtheHofyGhoJi.- And now he thinks 
he has ddne the Buiinefs cociipleatly % only, as 
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he acids, it wU cmcem every Body to hivt 
iiis Witn^ in tbemfelTes, (ae to 1^ Aitf thf 
Q^^kti% aU have it) and then be beeves that 
f$di Qeremmies as Infata fpriniiing vmdd dU 
awaj^ And none bu( frimdi wovld be. tru« 
Cbriftiaos,: 

But (iPtKAr the fl^qft jgnprant Perfon who 
reads, this Argument, fcigy plainly foe that the 
vehole Force of it Ue$ in his dropping thf 
Words, ttiA numy Dt^ bencei <vhich would 
|)av» ipcnled aU, boD^ui^^ they Eeiirain wha^ 
Chrift faid to his Dlfci{^ only, Addiin \a^ 
4Ubftit(itingFQUoweilsinfteadof Diff^pl^., F^m* 
if, arhens he bid ^« Mark^ we do but mar]^ 
this Ally Fraud of his, w^ ihall find the Con- 
xlufioii via aire to-^att^nd to, ]& no more than 
•thisa that the Difciples of Cjjriji were to be bap-' 
tiz*i vfiib the Hofy Gbofi put ntfltvf pays 

And what k this c» the other Fpllowers of 
Chrii):, or Quakers in particular. They hay« 
■not thii Baptifitt pj, tjbt Holy Gb^, for th«it waj 
promifed «n|y I9 the& Di&tples, and tjhey do 
-not prie^end .iff any eiUr% thereof* thfiy hav§p 
pot the Maptifm ^ Cbriji in any Senie > An4 
lhM,..a«:ordib]j tQ his otvjcRvUjei, .^was t^ 

> &ry(d 



fcrved before, He that is not baptized m^^ the 
BaftifinofXSstiJi (which the Quakers jare not) 
is not a true Chrijiu^ akbougb in Wordi he may 
frofefs Obrifi (as the Quakers do.) So that itf 
ihort this poor Man, becaofe he was fold the 
Clergy hadiaid, that the Quakers «rereiw€S6r/t 
fiians^ has wr^e thanal^ttei" really to pfo^ 
the Thing which they «Mre reported to haw 
faid. 

But nctwithftanding they have faid toothing 
but what he himfelf hathiiTCtifiedinPublick, yet 
he muft have his Fling at them, for being ii> 
other Refpeflsyi^ Teachers^ p. 12. alid re- 
ceiving, which is mofi:abomiiiablej^0ft&??/^«i 
and Titles from Man. 

THE Apoflles (faltfc iie, p. i\.) preached 
Cbrifi freely without Money ar Tithes: \ not for 
filthy Lucre's Sake^ oi^^mte^ now Jo. Tieyfweve 
Men of great SimpUdtyand ^f^demed^ fomt of 
Aem poor Ft/hermen to their TradA. They were 
not Lovers of flattering Titks^ fucb as myLord^ 
Do&br of Divinity^ Majier ^ Arts^ &c. which 
thofe now a-^Days^ who would he accounted th^ 
Minifters of Chrifi^ recavefrom Man. 

Whether the Clergy of the Church o^ 
England^ .or .the Quakers, (who look upcMjt 
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AdmJfii7(!3 to be the otily true .Sucdtfibrs oC 
die-rA^ftles) do preach, all Gircbrnftknces 
confidered, moft like the Apoftles, is/ullyex^ 
amined in a Book incitled, Cbrifiidnitji no En^ 
tbujiafm (in Anf\^er-*Q fi^wtfx JSM«^^) Chap^ 
3*^ where the .Author proves the Quakers to be, 
wry uniikf the .4p^ks in fever^ Inftances; 
Alfo m Frjzneis Bugg :his Cbrijiian: Minijiry of 
^be Church of England, difiinguijhed from the 
AtticbriJHan Minijiry (f the ^ukers^ lang a 
Rfply to their Letter to the Clergy of Norfolk 
Mnd Suffolk, London 1699, p. 15.-^— ^18. 
/wher0 he runs a Cgmparifon between the 
Dbft^ncs of the one and of the other; to 
which the Reader is referred, if he wants Satis- 
fadion/ All that ihall be remarked here is,^ 
That the only Pretence the Quakers can have 
of preaching like the Apbftles, tnuft be Irom 
two Circumftances, where there is^an acciden* 
tal Similitude, in that they preach the Gofpel , 
without Momy or Tiibesy and mtbout having 
had any proper Education to fit them for fo 
Great a* Work. ... 

Put itmuft be remembered, that this Scmb* 
lande (fuch as it is) between them, who in all 
^ber Refpe^ are as unlilce as.poflible, is no 

Manner 



ofiOcdit to the Quakers, aodat the iamiBb 
Time no Kind of Difparagcment of the Apo-^ 
files i whofc Wants were abundantiy fuppUed 
l^y the Churches, and whofe Deficiency ^ io; 
Learning* (or ojhcr QualificatiQn5.Becej(rjii-3f ta 
recommend them to the Wofld) incident |^ 
their ^ornjcr Way of Life, was amply mad* 
up by fapernatural Gifts and >Pow«r$, wherdbjR 
they, who nmrt hut Fijhermen by Tra^, yrtfo 
enabled to dilate both to the learned Scribe 
and Philofopher. But how doth .it follow 
frpm hence, that fFefivers, Fedlars^ and JFofiri 
conAers^ who pretcndmg a.Ca|lfrom the Spirit^* 
iet up for Apoiloli^al Preacber^/are Su^cpflpcf 
of the Apoftles, or like them in their Charac-r» 
ters I To preach Chrii| truly^ though witk 
Money and T'itbes, is much nearer the Appfto^ 
lick Pattern, than \o pregch him fa^ andig,^ 
norantly HiHtbmt them. And whatyoiild bec(ABd^ 
of us, if it were not for th'ofe Ziords, Do^$rs, 
of Divinity y and Majiers of Arts^'vfho prcfenre 
found Learning Jn <he World, and guard Mc» 
from the Doctrines of Entbufiafts (who would 
ie accounted the Minijlers of Chriji) and fttp- 
port good Senfe, and the true Interprelation, 

of 
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cf the Scriptur^j sgainA Nonfenfb, and the 
Chuheias of l^orance ? . . 

How flattering foevwr thifiTitles may feem 
eo poor Handicr&ftftnen, who know not why 
©r wherefore they are bcftowed, yet they ar« 
♦ery confiftisnt with the SimfUeity and Self-de^ 
fuai cf th6 Gofpel, and are Titles ufually 
l^orn with .lefs Pride and Oftentation, than the 
Quakers feem gnilty of in their afiedttl Sin- 
gularities. 

^ In fine, to difmi^ the Letter-writer with a 
Kttle friendly Advice, let him ^onfider, that 
Times arc not now as they were in the Apoftles 
Days, nor is there any Perfon now living to be 
compared with them. The beft Method we 
can take to be like thenr, is to obferve pundu- 
ally their Diredions ; one of which, of great 
Confcquence to the Publick, is, ^af as God 
k^b dijiribtaed to every MOHy as he bath called 
ivery Many Jo let him walk and abide therein-— 
Act intruding info lyings which he hath notfeen^ 
iiainly puffed up in bisfleflbly Mind-^ut fiudy-^ 
tng to be quiet y and to do his own Bujinefs, For 
G<id is not the Author of Cmfujimi but of 
Peace, -. . 



Let 



Let the .Qoakjsra theii keqx id.their Sft^ 
har^y"- and to thdr Lams^ &c. and mind 
(JtwtL&veral Occupations,: and not afpi^e to 
Thipg$ lahpve ,tb«r:cReach, and beyond thetc 
Sphere,, dejiring U be^ Teachers of the Lawy and 
yet neither under^anJit^whattjbeyJ^, nor wbere^ 
Bftbey ajirm. I^t.tbem be jt»ftibjhfcir Dcal- 
ing€| peaii^able in theik* Lived, and» as nmcH 
as they plcafe,*j/W^/; in tkeU- Meetings i fym 
Silence in Matter^ of Religtbo is always fafeff^ 
and beft becooiii^g |:bqife ^ho know the leaft 
of it^ However) iet tbeoi ^Jilefit ^ leai^ 
mit of their AfEemblies, and not publifh their 
Folly to the World, Above all, let theni im^ 
lay Qaira to the Privileges of MqfUrs ef Att^s^ 
and Do&mrs qf Divinity^ when they difclaioi 
and abhor thafe ^///e^ $ nor pretend a Right 
tohe Teacbersin Tbecbgyy whieip they have nq 
CbaraSf^j of Education upon thetx^/ to denote 
iheir Capacity of being fo» Tlii^ Ck^I of 
fbofe Styles is as mudi beymd their Jittainments^ 
^liisabove their Scorn : And they cannot -wi(h 
to be farther ivQva-the Hpnout^ tbem% iStM^ 
ihty are in ISLt^ityfrom deferving^f^m^ 

And as to the Pedlary who took upon him 
to dcJivfij: this Letter to foroe of the Clergy 

of 



€^ Noftbumierkmdi let him know, that iThe 
burdens his Park'wtth Argutnents and diftinc4 
tionsi or any Kind of Book-learnings he will 
ibon make it too heavy ibr his Shoulders ; he 
k not fit for this Bufincfs, neither hath lie Li* 
eenfe to vend fuch Wares. 
- THB J^of TolerafionwUl not authorise 
him to carry about ChaUenges in controverted 
Points of Religion. Let him therefore for the 
fiiture meddle no further with the Clergy of this 
County yih^Ti only to carry them HoHanJ for 
their: Shirts, and Camhrick iot ikcvr Bands i 
And be content with fuch Bufinefs as he was 
bred to. And let him be more juft and fair 
in his Pedling-Trade, than his Friend the Let-* 
ter-writer is in his^jfotations i iFor if he^doth 
not come more hoiicftly by his Goods, than 
Ihe other hath done by his PaflSgcs out of Bi- 
ihop T^aylor^ and ihould prefume to impofe 
iipon his Cuftomers mtbjhlen Remnants^ as 
€tit other hath upon his Readers, if he be not 
^uite fo eafily detcfted, yet he may be furc, 
«rhen ^vw- he is found o«t, to be moft fevere- 
ly corre^ed* 

/; '/ f .; . ' '. -. . '^ 
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A Re PLY to a PampWct, entitled; 
7Z« Protestant Flail;, or,' A 
Defence (grounded upon Scripture) 
of a Letter tfl \ the. Cleigy itf. Nor* 
tlmmberlaad. In further Vindica-^^ 
tion of Bifhop Taylor; and in Jufti^ 
fication of certain Remarks upon 
tbefaid Lbtter, formerly Publilh-r 
cd. Firil printed in 1735. : :i 

• • " : -1-- — . 

THE V» ' • . • 

P R E F A e E, : 

THE Author- df Tbe-Froteftani Ttail 
fet8 forth in his Preface, ^ that « A P- S» 
" cmaiti P«rfon ift die North of England, he- 
" ing convinced in his Judgment^ that fprink*- 
" ling Infants 'With Water, was not the Bap* 
" tiftn of Chrifit &c. writ and pufblifhed % 
*♦ fliort Letter, addreJmgbimfeiftoih^dtTj^ 
" of. the Church of England in the County 
" of Northumberland^'' &c. And <// that bf 

requejled 



3© ^tbe Pre/aie <f<i i^ R e P t y 

requejied (as this Author acquaints us in hi$ 

^^^ ri*^ Scripture Reafons ftgr the PrqSiie of 
^fak'BdptiJmi as, i^ his Letter haj ^en, 
J)ropcrlyr la/i* '^Addnfiy at a -Re^uejly to ' the 
Ckrgy," t6{"]l»-bbt6frM^forraca,' if "he .was 
auilakeii'in^'hlsjctdgthenti'.in fo inateiii&l a 
Point. ..' ',.,;, , ; ^ • ' 
, And, W.this beeq really , the Caie, : theiet- 
tcr-writer wpuld have been treated with grieat 
TendernefsV 'and perhaps might hav* found 
full Satisi&^ba tob 4wm h^s '•Enquiry. - ^But 
.llis...Cpndua_and Temper were, of. another 
Kind. Inftead oi .addrejfing the Clergy like a 
feriousMan, he optnly d>allenged tbem (p. 3.) 
and called /ipon the mofi ^Learned and4Vife fimong 
them (p.. 6;r) Y^ p-we what4ic dcnaandcd of 
them \ for, bo fay^^ b^^ d(^k:7^ ^(foe Up'w Hj 
. Faitb upfn their l^ieevfs :{p.6t) He charged 
ihem, abfurdjiy enough, mti uvbnfiianing 
the ^ahrsJt^denyingBapifm^ig Infant (p. 4.) 
find for that Cauje mly (p. 5,) fHtJIf being unjufi 
find vncbaritaUe in d^ingfi (p. 3,) bighfy ujffujt 
i»^> (pj 7.) :He reprefcpted 4;hem zsfylfe Mi^ 
iiijiers (p. 1 2.) who preach Qbriffforfikfy, Lu* 
^^•* Sak^ ^^/^^. ^^]fi^t$€ring I'itles^ who 
^ . ^'ou/d 
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middbe accmnUdtheMimfters of Cbriji{^. m .) 
Hctreated the Admbiftration of Baptifm accor^i 
ding to the Uiage of the Cathojkk Churcbi^ 
with great Scorn and Petulance throughout 
his Letter ; and concluded^ that tbiy niobo kmm 
the Baptifm of Cbrifi ^ E,xpeH€nce^ will nU 
fiiffer tbem/ilvef 4o be imposed upon hy the Igfi^, 
ranee, or Tricks (f dining Me^^ who make q 
GcinofGod^n^ (p^ia.) Tp this he added,? 
pQJlfcript^ wherein he introduced a very learinP. 13, mj 
ned Man^ and agren^t Ornament of^e Churchf; ' ^* 
fpeaking partHy )^ an ./iiuAaptiJi,^ and partly 
\ikt a ^tfaker. ^ / •; -^ 

The Piece thu& 4refi*^d oi^^d fini0ieds lie 
caufed to be privately printed» and then he 
went abo^t dlftributing \t m Nortbumberhnd ^ ^ 
among the Pboplef. 

And this the Author of the Flail Ainka 
poght to hai?e been looked upon by the Clergy 
as an Addrefi^ or 4^ R^queji to tf?em. And per-, 
haps he takes, it to be a decent and modeftlohd 
too. But they muft have been more ignorant 
and undifcer^ing than the Letter* writer reprc-? 
foots them, if they could huve been of this 
Author's Qphiipn* 

However, 
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However, what gave -thre greateft Offience 
to as many as were fenflbleof the Abufe, was 
the injurious Treatment of .Bhhdp Taylor iti 
the Pojlfcript^ which occafioned the Publica* 
tion of a little Piece, emitkdi >f Vindication 
hf BifhopTzyXotj &c. to which were added a 
few Stridtarcs upon the Letter itfelf, as a 
fibbrt, but feafonable Reprebcnfioh of- the 
Writer of it, for Yalling foul on the Clergy of 

' ' "awholeCd&nty,' w&ouiany-Ffovocation that 
appeared, and who were, as uridefcrvirig fiich 
I/fegtf (ttlJeaft: ih /i6^ Vindic4aor\% Opinion} as 
any Body of Paftors in this or any other King- 
dom* This Reply (if a few flight Remarks 
may^ be called ic) though it had nothing either 

'• 6. of that Learning ov Wifiom which the Letter^ 
writer called for (for that had been treating 
him too much out of his own Way) yet it 
bad JSignificahcy enough lo do his Bufinefs, 
and to fhew that his Zeal «s much outAr ip'd 
his Knowledge, as it fpoiled Msf Manners^ and 
that although he wrbte with asr great AiTurafice 
andrSuffidency^ yet he was fo far from uhder^ 
. flandiog^ what h»^vi^a$- Writing about, that his 
own Way of Arguing terminated in^thofercry 
Conelufions which he had been charging the 
'.. .■ '. Clergy 
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Clergy with as their own^ and cenfuring as 
falfe aod uticbaritable4 

This happened to have fo good an Efife^l up^ 
on the Letter-'writer, that nothing more hath 
been fince heard either of his writing or difper^ 
fing Books \ and his Indifcretion as well as hit 
Letter were in a fair Way of being forgotten^ 
had not a third Perfon conoe at length with % 
long Flails tbreatning to thaJHfi the Vindicate 
for his pcMr Fenny Pampbief^ and to de£end and 
patronize the Letters-writer* Indeed he fairly 
tells ua the Reafpn why he intercils himfelf in 
this Matter. It feeois he himfelf was deeply 
concerned in the moft material Point which 
related to Bi(hop Taylcr, and upon which the 
Vindicator had been moft fcvere. For he fa) s^ 
in P^e the fifth of his Preface^ that " the 
** Author (fthe Letter^ confcious of bis own In* 
•* nocence^ and far from dejigning any thing that 
" was unfair by the ^otation^ not having the 
" Bijhofs Book by Urn, let a Friend of his^. 
•* from ^bofe fFHtiffgs he had taken iV, Jee in 
'' what manner he was attaciedy who thereupon 
" promifed to dear him of the unjuji Afperjions 
" which that Writer had cqft upon bimJ[ 

You II. D Since 
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^ Since lhefr<)iit* AiftltlH- dWn6 thai tiitfre Qckh 
tations were taken from biscnm H^ritings^ it ia 
Iktt jufi to ck4r the Lettcr-o^riter (who relied 
vspoa hb' Credit and Fidelity) of fi> itiuch of 
the Charge as be appears to have inettrr'd by 
ilking •tv'hat he did open Trufi Only let tbist 
l>c rcmenlfecr'dy that till this Difcovcry waa 
made,^ \)i^jLikier'swnt£r^.\i^ ail tkofe ^bo re^ 
p(art 3£md£y'v^}\a^j'f^ thtf 

In)n]^!do6a tor die^Bifhop^ Memory, ;t3i hd 
gave^i^ Im Aulhoo or hb Author^ asm tfai^^ 
Cafey voluntarily took. lire' Accufadba .upon 
himfelf.^ Aft4frotfa4iiifrTimetheX£«fef^ 
fer miglit h^* ba^tt acqaifted of any -fraudiH 
lent De^6 iq hk To^f^t, Ifadl nolf Ihb Ad-L 
vocdtd for kirn* mifmanag^d his Cauft^ and in 
l^leddiagit, OOufefTedii^ Client guilty^ as will 
be feeby'^^hto w« ^me fo ejisamlfie his^re- 
tended Defence in thfc i&^ Chapt»r^ So that 
^om the ioconfiften^ AcdcAlAtd wbkh ate giveft; 
^ere afid htrd^ it becomds hard to .dliWvei' 
vrhiche of thdm wafs ^ l^rincipaf, ^ or chief 
Agenty and whioh an Aceiflbr/, or the JpftriW 
«a€nt iir tkis Affair. Bbf they ihare the whole 
Accufbtioii btfwe^n theni^ andmoftm^ethk 
beft of itr And how, well our Author clears ei- 
•%•.: 1 ... ther 
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thcr WnafQlf pr thc,«ithcJ m this Caufe,,- wilt be 

Ii? thef ttocaa time/ iili ta wh« ho fiqrs-aJk-< 
tie far tHcrj in his Prefate, ' <)f the jrimlicatir*$ 
havibg ^^^tteateditb^ lktt4$^mHter ininungen-^ 
" tlemdn4like thannf^nnimth great S^com and 
•* Contanpt^ bidding 3&(a», Bor the fwuf^^ *cJ 
^* mpddfe no farther with' the Clergyrof- that 
" Coantyv Jthan w carry^ them HdJand- fo# 
*' their Shirb^ and Cambriek for .thcf. Bands; 
" laod'bR jcontent with fiich'Bufinefs a?^ he wai 
!' brdl;ta^'V l)^d ho but likcwife added :(as K« 
fhdrrW h»v€ xJonc fne'rjtf y ior Illiiftratiph.Takc) 
that th* ,l^ttter-%mtin wee '^ Country Fediaf^ 
the Adyicii .which .Wi& giv«in . him M tonii-* 
dertd exprefik under that Capacity^ might.nol^'^fe/. 
have fisem'd; fo uhfeafonahte^ . or the Language 
fo unbccotimg. It cannot, ihrcly^ be an.iin-^ 
handr;Hii0 Tneatihisnt of any Man^ to adiriTe 
him to inin4 h'^< <^^^ Tradis knd Callihg^ aixd 
to take heed left he expofe dnd hurt himfelf by 
meidiitig with fuch Things as are out e^ hU 
Road; A Fe(Uar^ confidcred in hi« oWtr^ pro- 
per Bufinefs, is as far from deferving Corfttm^^ 
and a£ far ixcwi meeting with it among Mea 
of Senib ind: Manners, .as any <>ther Perfoti. ^ 

D 2 And 
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And yet, a Pedlar in CstOrwerfy^ or a Pedtar 
in Prints may happen to make a very indiffe- 
pcnt Figure ; and, confidcred as a Writer^ be 
as low M 'tis poffible for a Man to fink in the 
Eftccm of all fenfiWc Judges, Nor is- there 
any Way of helping this, if fuch Perfons 
(whether Pedlars or no) as know not the right 
Side of an Argument from the wrong Side, will 
needs fet up for Difputauts and Controvertifts. 
They will not be treated like Gentlemen and 
Scholars^ as our Author feems to expedt his 
Friend ftiould have been treated y but they will 
be ufed, as all fuch Writers are, with that 
Difeftcem which they unncceffarily bring upon 
themfelves. The kindeft Service that can be 
done them> when they will not receive Inftruc- 
tio», istogivc them fuch friendly Corrcdion> 
as may be likely to preferve them from all fuch 
Attempts for the future as will only draw upon 
them Scorn and Contempt. For, as was faid 
above; it is impoffible any Writer (hould efcape 
thcfe, who will boldly. venture to Jpeak upon 
Subjedks upon which he hath not yet lear-* 
ned to tbini. 

The Reafon given at the Condufion of the 

T.y.Pn/. Preface, why this Defence of our Author's is 
' ' : , -, . entitled 
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entitled the Pnt^ant Flail (for it is ufnalwith 
the fakers to call their Books by fuch Names 
as require an laterpretatioo^ ^ pi^etty remarks 
tble. .. 

** Knofufingy fays he, bow fuccefsftdly they 
" (viz. fome of ourfrft 'Reformers and Frotefr 
** tanti) being deJUmte (f Academical Learnings 
^* defended *heir HeneU with the Bible -^ we alfo^ 
^* trufting only to that Weapon in this Defence, 
^* have therefore caWd it the Protestant 
** Flail.'*' 

But he (hould have told us what Reformers 
he means, for we know of none that merited, 
or were dignified by that Name, bot fuch as 
were Men of found Learning, who had been 
'trained up in Schools and Academies \ to whofe 
acquired Accomplifhmenis, as well as Honefty 
and natural Parts, we ovw, under God, the 
Frotejlant Name and Profeffion. The Refiih 
ration of good Literature was one of the^rin- 
cipal Means of ^bringing on the "Reformation of 
the CburA^ as Ignorance, the Mother of Error, 
had been onedf the principal Means of carrying 
Superftition and Tyranny to that Height in the 
Qfurch of Rome. So that, in all hun:ian Pro- 
ibability, with out the Help of AcademtcalLcsim^ 

D 3 ing. 



idiem bad .beeii i^ E^ormatiafi tx n^ Qjr.sft 
kift.DD better ftb^,(ipp$«r«4 m thcfeK-ing-' 
doms in thp laft Century. For then, jft il 
Itrut, th^prs uroCe « Belt o£ .^^merSt. and 
«mong them the ^jfnken (tf our Atttfoormmns 
(them Ib)^ this.CMaC^ya^Mn) who .wer< irfaolly 
4e&itute both, of ^^^bxtua^ .aod othiprx-|^df 
©f Learning. A»d ^fC Wfe ifajy iKV^ of 
<b^r 3»^^i withouf i^; w? Iwy? <P.b« ^er* 
mined by aU vvbo are ponverfan^tf^ \\kpff 

.j5o(*«. ..: ••.•■';:. .:. ..: ..\ 

^Qwe^f^i fe«.c^9«!eiv^ from h^|i?«, thj* 

*h?:^}||, in 'i^VexUS Hainds* ie- »¥>t wfitly 

<(E9mpwl.<ltPv 9r^#pr/ei€ntifdbyA.^4ri7, Why 

jbe-ptgljes upop this Jo^jrumeiitijp-pa^ipiiJ^^ 

yqfj.^^ ^1^9 (as h&iB:pieafed .tQ g^U it) \^ 

.Jtoth ng^ inform u*. B« this.vreife»ift ^haf 

JJK ^plf^lM fin J^VV^ VfHsh'^\i ojf.ajl 

.others ^fqitine |b):^, Ar|: ^.nd Sii^i t^ wield an4 

•maws^ it Tight,,; An4.tt*»t;it tl^eat^n^ thp 

Chaftifc;menlt pf t}|p Peribn ->^ho 'h^dl^s'it: 

.^wJfw^rdly.aad «rithout Expfrienp^ . 

.^ Whether, therefore, thi^ bP: fi happy, qt 

j^niplucky Conqeit^f our Author's;. let othqrs 

4ftijg;cj; . Uis fancy,, hy an uwfu^ S<;ep, has 

r .. miftaken 



l^ttt.it wIprAVPjit&^jrceccH^s ijipoa i^ifnf^f; aii4 
^ffe^;)>M/^<^*^^<^ AppJicatbfT. 3p tl^ h^ 
wryCftinfiftFlfGn i^filu^d ofFhH^ wl^ich being 

31ow.:^i ^jbadOmcA^at cbfe veryentrw:^ upofi 

wth ce^ift tft thi$4ifti»sfey'i^r<?j3erty »f * i?/i^^^ 
that i^-ha4.fe?eH toor^ ^Jf^metia k\f» a«v*r t» 
have taken it io.haml.' » . 

But it will be much fearScrto find a Reason 
{for he gives us none) for the other Part of tbe 
Title of his Book, which is '■ ■ » ■ * ' >gr, A De-- 
*^ fence of a Letter to the Clergy ^f Northunv- 
" bcrland : In Jhfwer to^ Fatnpbiety 'enPitded^ 
•** A Vindi^ori of Bifliop Taylvf^y Jkc^ when, 
in Reality, hp hath not defended any Part of the 
faid Letter, fave one fingle P?£age, in which 
the Pedlar had produced jl <^uotation from a 
Friend {2ind moft probably from this very Friend 
who had furniflied him with the Materials for 
^ Pofifcript :) Neither hath he fo much as ex- 
:»mined the ^/W/V^fors Remarks upon any other 
Part of the Letter ^ excepting the faid Paflagc;, 
where he himfelf is fuppofed to be principally 
concerned : Which Part likewife the Vindica^ 
. . 7 a /I • ; D 4 tor 
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tor had only glanced upon, as being a Otation 
for which tiic Letter-writer feemed not alto* 
gcthcr refponfiblc. So that our Author, in* 
ftead of defending the Letter (as his Running* 
Title would make one believe) doth only at* 
tempt to defend a particular Citation in k; in 
which neither the Letter-writer^ nor the Vin^ 
dicator^ are much concerned. And he entire^ 
ly drops the poor Pedlar^ whom he leaves to 
anfwer for all the xfA himfelf^ 
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R E PL Y 

TO THE 

Proteftant Flail. 

CHAP. L 
Rbpj-y to Chap,!, of the Flail. 

^ EC T. L 

IN the Vindication ofBiJhop Tzyhr from the 
injurious Mifreprefentation of him by the 
Author of a Letter y &c. it was fliewOj to make 
the Tattle good, that all the Paflages brought 
together in the Po^fcript to the faid Letter^ 
were taken out of the BiJhof% Jnabaptijl Pka^ Find. p. fc 
which is Part of his Difcourfe upon the Liberty 
of Prophecy ; a» ■ that in writing that Plea^ ha 
profeffedly perfondted an Anabaptiji 3 ——that p- 1* 
at the End of the faid Plea^ he had refuted 
9il thofe Arguments which he himfelf had ad- auL 

vanced 
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vanccd in that Caufci— that thcfc feveral 
Find, p. 8. paflagcs were quoted/.^ or by the manner of 
Quotation were rcprcfented in the faid Pojifcript^ 
, ne* only as hfs Wbrii (for it f allowed tb«y 
were fo) btit as his rmi Senthnents upon rite 
Subjedt treated oiifr-r-ttoiti the leaving thefc 
Paflages n^kcd and defeng^^lefs, without, any 
£xpliii|atio{i •r Gtor|l»>|U(jrta^lhe «nte l|rif t 
and Meaning of thein, nay, without the leaft 

lund of Arguments^ or ^^vntx fuch kind of 

p. $, Do^rine, was putting a di)wnright Q^eat upon 

' the Rfiiauier ;.md fuch as codd iioll>e^fcove- 

red| and perhaps would not be fu£pe£ted by 

thofe who were wholly utiaequainted with the 

Bilbopl^ J^oletmwl Wt^rh^ ^% ws/^ of th^ 

Perfops might he foppofedta be^ apaong whom 

this letter w^ diftributei-^^Pi—Tiiat'therefojre 

|>. 5i this I^iipq- f)i ^^uoting w»$ greatlf ftfj^di^pi 

tff that l(arpe4 M/m't ISwr^Ber \ w?is a Pibee e^ 

^> . ;. ;, wjiiifiwl Fraud prtMSti&d upop tjie c^i>dii4 R«9^ 

t>. 1 1. der i *nd (hew.ed, in tbel^ettir^npriter^ fijbam^ 

. ., . This was the Charge; af whi?h our A^lhof 
15 much -di^ufted. -3«i| the Que^ion is, wJif» 

, tjjier /itf Vin^cator did not make ij^oodv by 
; ... D 4 fetting 



«^i itefe»isNBskpfi6«,:)wtjiic .^ffp^mcn^ of 

fi()r», thff FinMailM*9Cb»r%ft €9tA^s-4m' ,/i^T* fl^h p- 4.; 

fUcimrtixitiidMiiird fit tp ptm, viertktfsnt 
tuif. -••■•..'.•. •...-;•. . -. ■• -...V, 

.. Thfl jyfe Merthxi Isr Hiifaf^ng tknf, ikfi* S^ 
^nffif^Are taitfi m.^. .BtJki^iTi^lQf't P.ok* 
mical Works ; whereas neither the Letter-wrUtf-, 
«r Hf F/ieiidfrSm''vb^ WHtrngi the F^a^ 
jgw.«wr^ t/^im, rpserfpw vt bMrd^^thofe. Whrkf 
fO'tbiir.Kfimkik^i *ifl'tbe Viiitifmii>r told tim 
^B^p T«fWspfi^k Q>ikm<m of F^fkmie4 

Dijimr/ef jipLb}i^d ijti Foli», h»n^. ifif^ 

*IS^.' P^ag«s w^c tajcfd o«t of tbiU Edi^iw- : • -^ 

iaid » .Thing »»iy«?, «cCQrdiflg tQ thie Accom^ 
■now given. But hc.aiTerted. w )aoFQ than- - .. 
Ii^. /% iiiffrf ^a^efi W.jtftke JSt/i^'s Paktmaif rind. p. j; 
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Works . One of which is this very Book that 
they themfelves own the Paflages to have been 
tkken from. And it was as much Polemical 
iti the firft Publication of it, ks in the later 
Editions : equally fo, whether printed in Quar* 
to, or in Folio. But our learned Author feemc 
. to take for granted, it never commenced Pole^^ 
meal till it was publiihed in the large O^c- 
tion of his Concroverfial Works in 1 674. And 
tiius he hath ventured to charge tie Vindic^^. 
with a Faiihc^ for want of a little of that jicd^ 
demical Learning which he defpifes, as ufel^s : 
'I ^ for had he but known what Polemical meant» 
he could not have committed fo grofs a Mi& 
take. 

He might with as much Juftice have char- 
ged the Untruth on Account of another Circum<- 
fiance which the Vindicator was ignorant df^ 
but whk:h is liow difcovcred, viz. that tbeje 
Pajfages were not taken by the Letter-writer 
outof any Edition of Bifliop Taylor ^ hwt Jrom 
TidiKf.j.fh^ Writings of a Friend -^ that Friend who 
Fl4ul, p. i.promifedy and now undertakes to clear bifAfrom 

all Afperjinn ca/l upon bim on that Account. 
FMf,f.s. The other AfTertion, wbicb be tbin^is the 
Vindicator would be bard fet to fro^j were 

bf 
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l^fut to it, V, that Bijhop Tzylot's jluthcrk/f^M. r.6. 
is vouched, mdhhTefiimony^produced, for I^oc^ 
trines nebich hk never held. 

But furcly the Bifliop's Anfvrcr, given m 
his own Perfon and proper CharaSEer to thofij 
Arguments which-hc had before o&red under 
the . Perfcmage or fidtious Charader of an Ana-f^ 
baptifi, may be juftly deemed to contain hii 
flanding and aVdwed Sentiments; unlefs we 
will fuppo^s Him always to have aMafkon, 
and to write under fuch perpetual Difguife, 
that we cannot know when he fpeaks his own 
Mind, and wfaeh he only aSs a Fart. 

But hw) mil the Vindicator prove that Bijbop Flail, p. 5. 
Taylor did not bold and approve in bis Judgment, 
$j tbofe Arguments wtich he has advanced in lis 
Plea againjl Infant-Baptifm, when bejirjl pubr 
lijhed them to the World. 

This is juft like the Letter-writer's Challenge 
to the Clergy of Northumberland, to prove that 
the Quakers do not believe the Baptifm ^Ghrift un. p. s. 
as fully andjincerely as any Chrifiian everjid. 

Such abfurd Challenges and Queftions de- 
ferve no Anfwer. Yet our Author (hall hav^c 
all the Satisfadion that can poffibly be giyei;i 
him, viz. as ftrong a Proof for the Thiijg 

he 
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Aftd- it is 4ha«^9 $i(bop ^^\ drew . up hn 
Scheme of Plesi for the 3n6a)^Bkfki{|&.^rinH 
fttrtially^qd firU^^ as he did thiit iot the^ifta^ 
fop(ffts4 ::.Hc:cduld not liuid and approver iii 
bit JudgnKbQtifte'i^^Li^infeiibi 6fi bodi. Sid^ 
which .are aycAtodiQibty i6- bsxk -otfaeri S TEba 
(^dliM th^ {», whtch of 4imIi h&tpp^ttA 
toapproft^t ^i^ ^i Jirji fmhtifodd th^ i^ti* 
W9rM. To thishve anfwm^ fieftf tlutt bk ^kn 
iufficleht ladttftiqns In the* Work itfeif; <hdt 
lia was far itdttt thinkingTiKidriiklfer Amfanptiftd { 
for he feys,' .7j&^ Anahapti/h baisfbim tnimMt 
%idjn fbeir Erttfrinoreh} tbi iidiUintnl jttRian'- 
taget gwentiem fyah^ J^mhiiefk df ibbfe Argi"'- 
insnts that A^je ieen brmgbt^mnji ikefh^ \ihlm 
iy any Tf^utb of their CauJ€\ orl Exvefjkt2^\^ 
their Wit. Dr Hammohd, vrlib vrtote an' Ahf*^ 
5ircr to the 'Anabaptifts/Pica: before Bilhop 
^a^hr replied to his own Objciftions, ^btA 
^i& very Sentence, and confents to the llrmh 
i>f the Obfervatioftj and it ww vtry pkift h« 
judged from thefice^ and fo-fnight any intelli- 
gent Reader^ that BifliopT^ij^A>> did nbt hbld 
4lid approve irt his Judgment fho(e Af gumeftis 
liVhidb he had* advanced dgainft the DotSt^Ms 
^ i and 



the Biftiop had given no fuch Intirafeition of- 
hj^ Wn SfciitiiodftW, Sit had left- the -Afgu- •< 
toenw on both Sides" to their own Weight^' 
without the leaft Soggcflion that fib^preferfecf 
(be one Sort in hw private Opinion to thtf other / 
yti \f we will l^ppofe him t€^ h^ve approved 
of either, we *ntuft fuppoic tliathe trpprovedf 
of thofe which hiade for the Dbarfne he at 
all Times profeffed, and for Ae Praftice he at 
all ThJxJs fcfpoufdd and defended, as-far. as can 
be feftrned ftom &11 his other Writing^ *. No^ 
to mention his own Declai-ation, whcft he pubi 
liflicd liis Aniwer^to \m ownArguments in 
i(f§fi'd that he tberefoW cbofe io dofoy becaufe 

think bh Ideattin^ ttinocent^ utile fs be an/were i 
the Atgumerils 'whieb be bad maie-iir father ed^. 
If therefore he knew his own Mind, if be was 
conlaoo^ of his own Meaning' and Dcfign in 
firft ^ubftfhin^ his Anabaptijls PJed, her waS 
«rfdf tbfttOpmioft,- that our Author infinuatei 

— ■ -- ■ ' • he 

• ♦ 

■ Th0 Qmfideration tf the Qhurch in i^'xifyf th Chikiren ^. 
Beitevirs. ■ T<wo Difiour/esy oneconcemiftg Baptifm, tbeodet 
tMcifjting Ihfint'Sdpifih ' la Bilhop Ta^lor\ life o/ChriJ}^ Fol, 
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he beldj and pats us upon proving that he did 
flot hold. 
?• 5- . He afks further, ^* How wlU the Vindica- 
*' tor reconcile his (Dr Tayloif%) publifhing* 
•* what Dr Hammond fays is the moft dilt-> 
V S^* CoUe^ion^ and the mqft exaSl Scheme of 
** Arguments agair^fi Infant^BaptiJm that be 
" had ever met withy and let them lie" (he 
means, with ktting them lie) ** fix or fevcn 
f* Years unanfwcrcd F'"^^ 
. Suppofing we cannot £nd what were, his 
Reafons or Motives for this^ will it follow chat 
he was all that Time in i^^^^nahapti^s Per* 
fuaiion concerning InfaotrBaptifm ? Qr that 
when he wrote his Anfwer at laft to his, own 
Arguments, he had either changed his Mind, 
or concealeid it, and fpake contrary to it? If 
neither o£ tlicfe Things can be concluded from 
his Delay in vindicating himfelf fo early us our 
Author thinks he ought to have done, of 
what Ufe is it, in the prefent Difputc, to en- 
' quite what might be his Reafons for not do- 
ing it fooner ? We may be fure he had hi? 
Reafons, and no doubt they were good ones ; 
but whether they were or no, yet his VincU- 
cation of himfelf, when it did come forth. 
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Was fo Tull and fo fatisfadlofy, that it made 
Amends for his Delay in publiftiitg it ; and 
ought in R«afoh to put i Stdp to dl Cenfures 
<jf him oh thit Head, as well as to all Sugef- . 
tions of his ever having beeii in contrary Sen- 
timents. - * 

• Our Author ^Ubmki that the tlxcufe that Drv n 
** Wall has made for him^ isgf^eatly derogatory 
" of bii CbaraStef^ arid ibntrdry to the *otty 
" Z)^^« of his writing and publijhing that 
" T^reatifeC' Let him therefore hear another 
Account given by other Writers^ j viz. That 
the Nature and Deflgn of D^ Taylor'i Difcourfe 
on the Liberty of Prophecyingy being to fhew 
that fortlc Diverfity of Opinions might be tole-' 
rated in the Church, he was led to exemplify, 
in a great many Particulars, how eafily, and 
Vol. II. E by 

k HiJI. of tnfant'Haptifm^ Part II. 

' EStus eft aheo LiJur qui in/criptus erai l>e Libertafe ^rophe* 
Uiidi. In eo tifracipui agehat ut oftindtnt fenndam tjfe in tceii' 
fid quondam optnionum di«uirfitattm. ^uod ut omnibus perftuuUrett '^• 

fxpHcahat plurihu quam diJUilis ejfit Veritatis indaganda Ratio, 
quamque facile Homines in n/arioi Errores Jaietentut; mu/ta/qut 
pr/eierea argumentorumjpecies adducebat, quibusaiebat illos et iapi. 
t^jffe etfoUre. Hie itaquefape dijputat^ non quit ipfe/entiatj fed 
q«o optime mado aHorum errores excufari queant, Refp. Rob. 
Grovtt ad. lib. qui infcrib. C^leufma. Lond. t68o. Qvar. 
p. 89. 



hf what Sort of ^r^gumcnts. Men were apt^tbr. 
b^ unwar% fit^Qcad mto; Error.} and that in 
doing thii^'be did- not fo much declare what, 
.he himfelf thought of thofe Arguments^ as he 
did endeavour to fliew in how plaufible a Light 
they might befet, that he might thereby plead 
- fomc kind of Exfiufe for thofe who Were be* 
trayed by their feemlng Probability inCQ ttrone* 
eus Opinions and Dodrines. Bur in: doings 
Hiis, he was not unmindful of the Rule he had 
ttiken from G. Nazknzen^ Never ta write for 
Feace faki to the Detriment of found DoSlrin^ 
" but ftill be hflid pfeppared^ his 2«^ai» «4fMweo» ; 
•* or, An Antidote to prevent any dangerous 
" EfFefts of hia Difcourfe, For the judicious? 
" Reader may perceive fuch a-Referve (though 
^"^ it lie in Ambufcade^ and is compft<Sted in ^ 
^ narrow Compafs)^ as may eafily rout thoie 
** Troops which began too foon to cry Vidlory,^ 
•' and thought ©f nothing elie but dividing 
-^ the Spoil;" 

Now 



^ No/t Jludemus pact in ditrimentum n)ira duBrin^. Bilhop 
Taylor'^ Epift. Dedicat. before the Uhertj of Proph. 

^ See Jnt. a flood's Athena O^oh. under Toftfri and T^hp 
l9ng\ Preface ta Mr Hak\ ^ruuijt of Schifm- 
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Now if this Ac6ourit be the true one (and 
our Author^ to ufe his own Word^^ would be' 
bard fit to prow it not fi>, were Be put to it)' 
there is no Difficulty in the Things which he* 
pat? theVinMcdtor upon reconciling! 

And when all la done, the Bi^op fet forth' 
z\ Ari^er to his own Objeftiohs, before this 
Time that our Author fuppofes. For though 
iftctefcd it was no lefs than ten Years from his 
fifft puSlilhing his Liberty of Fropbeeying ttJ 
his interting and annexing his Anfwers to his 
Anabaptijis Pka^ which he did in 1657 j yet 
he had publiflicd the Subftance of thofe An- ' • 
fwers as early as 1652, in his Trcatife, called 
^e Confideratim of the Church in Baptizing the 
Children (f Believers^^ Quarto 5 and again, in 
165 3, .'in his Dijcourje concerning Infant-^Bap* 
tipi, in the Life of Chrift, Fol. p. i84. 

There is one Thing more which oor Author 
has tobbjedt to the Vindicator in the beginning 
of his fecond Chapter,^. i8, which may be 
moft properly replied to here. Arid that is, ^ 
that in the Vindication, though ** befdacedthe 
•* Anfwers which be found in the BiJ}:iOp's PoU'^ 
E 2 meal 

.. - • ' ' 

' Sec Ant. a Wood Athen. Oxon^ 



^ micdl Works wer^againft fortic of the Paffa- 
** ges quoted in the Poflfcript.m fi Column or 
*f two J yet be batbomitfedpldciftg an Jinfw6r t> 
V xi^ Fajfage wk'cb, to a ^jfaker^ is .tkepi^ 
«* material of all, becaufe it contains a^.ftrong^ 
^f Argument againji h^ant^Baptifm^ and alfo 
^ an excellent Flea for the Baly Spirits Bap^ 

r tifm:- . 

I Neither the Paflage nor the Aafwei! to id 
were fct dowil itt the J^/W/Vi^//^«, for Brevity's 
Sakes but the very Sefiion and Page where 
the Anfwer was to be fouad,. were expreifly 
rtHd^iiio^ttictt'di to, in thefe Words, T^e re^ of tUs 
Rotation anfweredy Ad Nuok i8. p. 1059. 
And had our Author taken the fmall Pains of 
confulting the Bijhofs Polemical Works oi 1 674, 
i^eferr'd toy he would there have found what 
he pretends to. want> and would have prevented 
his falling into fa grouadlefe* a GaviL But be- 
caufe he thinks the Pafiage is fo material in 
the Eyes of the ^akersy and that it contains 
. Jo excellent a Plea for the Baptifm of the Holy 
Chofiy which is^ a Point he lays fb great a Strefs 
upon, and urgi^s fo ft'eciuently in his two 
fbllQwing Chapters ; . thereforef he (hall have 
the Anfwer from Bifhop T^aylor placed (a^ 

-^ • the 
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^c fermer were in the Vindication) ovec- 
agaiirft -the Obje<aloiu 

S^^ ^ofatim in tie 'Rotation from Bijhop 

Poftfcript J^/« 'jB/- TzyloTj refuting Ws 

Jhop iCzylor perfohd-- mvn Arguments for 

iin^ the AnabaptiS:.' the Anabaptiffe. ^ 

It was an ExccUen- This Place was veri- 
fy of odr blefl^d-«Sa« fied- in * the ^tter tad 
viour'S)OfHce, that he firft Signification of it^ ^ 
l^aptizes all that <:«ime arid fo did (relate to the 
to him .With the.iX^ miraculous Defcent of 
Gbo^ apd with Fire: the. Holy Gbojl in the 
For fo Stjobny^^t^ Likenefs c^f Tongues 
fcrri^g. G&rjtf's Mifli- oiFire. But Oiisoonf 
00 fiui Office before cerns not ^ail for aU 
his owiiy. teHs the were hot fo baptized.^ 
JewSj. not ^ Chrift'e And w^reas it is 
Difciples, that Chrift faid in the Objedion» 
(hould baptize them that the faptift /oZi 
with Fire, and' the not ChriJTs Difciples, 
Holy Spirit ; that is, *«/ the Jews\^ and that 
all that come to him, as therefore it was intent 
John the Baptifi did ^cd to relate to alh^ \t 
with Water \ for fo lici was well obferycd, but 
thcAntithefe. to no purpofe; for 

ril 



4-. 
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Cbrifi at that Time ha^ no Dilciple;. ^ B^t hf» 
told it to the Jews : and y<;t it does nqt follow 
that they ihould all be baptised with the Holy 
phoft and with Fire s but it is meant Qnly» th^t 
that glorious Effc(3: fhould be to them a ISign 
of Chrift's Eminency above him ; thcjr- fc©uld 
fee from him a Baptifm gr?a.tef thar>.that of 
^abriy &c. 

And you may as Hf-^r— So that h^n^ td 
well condiidej that argue, that we inay 
infants mjft pafs as well conclude that 
through the Fire as Infants muft 'al(b ^afs 
through th^/^/'^r. through the Fire as 

through the W«e?, i$ 
a falfe Conclufion, bferr-d frqm f^ FVemifes : 
Secaufe this being only a Prophecy, and in-* 
ferririgtto Duty, could neither concern Mea 
br Children to any of the Purpofes of their 
Argumeiil, &c. 

And that we may Trrrrr'Tp this I ref>Iy^ 

not think this a Trick that when Water / » 

to eludie the Preffure taken exfiluiively to 

of the Place, Peter the Spirit, it i$ wiy 

fl?ys the feme Thing. tw§ that it is n<^t.^- 

For when he faid. that ter that cleaofes the 

Baptifm Soul i 



^pttfm-^p^ Wi-^-'m- Sotil-? and the cleart- 
«dds, ■ by:. >r«y df An^if tlie Bo^y caW- 
Explkation {nsf *&^" W^ucub, iBut^he-' 
v>ajhtng rjf ile-JPk/k, '^<* wges th^K^ceP- 
iatt th a^^^knee 'jf -^<rfJBaptifm, • «*geS 
ApodCmJaattx) pkin- -it- 'fe«V as a j»ccci9rai^ 
iy faying thitatis n^t Sit^tHtment ^r-Jiiftfui- 
«r<rfi!r. Of fhe'jmrify-\ ineiilf to convey' ot 
■ing «f ai& ^fl^, 4>ut ^ohfign iki tj^piVie. 
the clcahflhg. df Ae .Aisdi thisith^iiai^ 
8pHt tb^\4<^ that witii '^'Kttle^K^v^ 
tnrhich k -fiqipo^d ^o ti$ft ''h.v*e 4«amed:) 
^ the Effea of $a{v. \iSleib'^^'beiog ;ni»y)»h^ 
i^nL ' • \ ■ t iiDKV^yual in JiiMiS$oii& 

;- .<|ha;n ote <deaylt^J£& 
&& t(ithe-^fl3rumeiit»^:i»ken: ;b is xomplced 
i)D& the. Bcinciple,-.and ^' jutt intrandto 4a^ 
it an infimii^eijtai £fficu9i%y:i'^^<<^4t ?<^ 
it is not Vaster,, :bttt the Sfmi^ at vnhibh odb^ : l 
-come to erie and die iamiel, .'XKit fiu" «»i(^^ flit 

*hdtfanxs my and ydt neitHeritheonsino/tthe 
other ai« ^a^iat^ly.dstdided; djttt^the; EiiMt 
which, is ifBs&oSi to thd^laftntakiimt Is attributed 
«> the prindpal 4Gaafe«-^-i-i:If«rt th$i ^^^ «dr^ 
is in the mmk^vj^ . aiid 4s Wii6f 'to be exclude^ 
£ 4 from 



froin^ its Portion of the WorI(> ap^ars by tk? 
JWofds of thf Appflfc, tfi&^ /f^ Figftre ii^berer 
if^Ot ^. wz. ^f^m, ^;&)i:'^i, Pigifrefave^ 
us in fome Senfe or pther ; by Way of Minir 
^ry ,apd inftruinental Efficiency }, by Conr 
Iviidipn, an4 Omfolidation ^fflth |tbe other 
but the Ceremony, the Figurp,. thp Rite, 
the ' external Mioifiry mu^ be ip; or 
.clie his Wprd^ wiU in no Senib be true,, and 
jcouW, bpmade trUjC by no Intgrpr/e^on J bcr 
<»iife the Spirit njfi^. be the.Thin|;y%*>r^</, but 
pan- never be ike Figure.] TaylorU Fokfoicai 
f^fitiii : Fol. Lonji».^j^74. p. js>^at0 1960-. 
tmdfh^fam in.:bij^^ FJitim of tbefaidOdf 
USimi^ Lond. 16 s'jr^lp. 579, 580. 
. The ./iutior. of tie 'FUtt J ia of Opinion,' that 
t^ Vindicator ought rather, to Ihsntfr anfwered 
tlus Objedion outjof the AuJn^iftPka him-r 
P <?: U^ than to bcpoe' tOade fucb ofi.Quicry abmA 
ik Bojifcript. But, the VindilatorAiai. no Oc^ 
cafioatoanfnreirit^ Jwheahe reCfrr'd.to To good 
an Anf^ror as this is ; and the better, the An- 
i^r Is the greab^>Reaibn for 'iiui Outcry that 
feas made ^v^ih&V&gfi of ^kthop Taylor m 
^Pi Pj^fcript. AiuLour . Au^r \rouki have 
^ji)f;J^Ji|nf.i^^hj better, if, iaftead pf ats 
I. c .i , . >. tempting 



Protestant F£ml« ff 

tempting to ^efi^ fteh O^e <^ that learned 
Man,. he had ferioufly read and confidered 
thofe Aa(wct^ that the FindicatTr had referred 
to, om of bis fFlirksi whereas it doth not ap- ~^ 
pear that he hath £o much zs otofulted eidier ' 
of the EStions oi tbofe W$rh^ itorxi whence 
he might ha^ve h^d Satis£i^k>n^ 

Sect- II, " ^ ' 

TTAVING now cleared tbeVinMcahr'^^ 
XjL Charge from the Exceptioi^ that om 
Author has made to it, let us jfee, in the next 
Plaee, hqm he fiipports the Pedlar againft it^ 
and how he defends himfelf, fo far as he ii 
concerned in it. He tells us, in the firft Place^ 
that the Autbqr of a Letter to the Ckp^ofrimh p.:r; 
Northumberland profijfes himfeJf to be of tbi 
If umber tf tbofe to wbom Bijhop Tay lorV Argu^ 
ments ^ainjl Infant^Baptifm bavefeem'dfuccefi^ 
fid and viSlcrious (as Dr Hammond expreffes^it ;)p, 3; 
and tberefrre fekBtdfucb Arguments out of tbofe 
wbicb tbe Bijhop bad advanced againji Infant^ 
Baptifm^ as be tbougbt to Us Purpofe^ andjoi^ 
ned tbem by a thfifcript to bis Letter^ not ima^ r 

^ning tbat by doing fo be bad any ways aiufed 



his lUaders. * BatibMiwdbift iltt^'Aboount cqnfift 
intlt' iirliat chir Ambof 'bpicetelbiis; hi 4biJ& 
Pa^gesl-iei^ Vaim ffiom the' fVfitings of'i 
Prif. p 5. I^aut?'Hon imald the PmUw be nf^ thi 
««^' P- 4- ^i^^j^jtk^ vhdm Dr HdMMtmd fpeateof, 
6S^sn^rfii(gf.Bi|SiQfy^^Jbf^s -^ on one 

Side of the QgcflUHi to tiaofejORthe other 
Side, when he had never read the Book him- 
felf, but had 0|iJy met with thefe PaiTiges 
coUcded out of it ? Or how could he fele^ 
pick JSrgummH ^jts he t hough f to hit iPm-pofi^ 
moch lefs howjcootd h^difms^ SiiU^mi Ju^^ 
mmt iA fcle^ti^c (as it ^ is* faid^- p. i^ ) when 
tkefe.iExcerpta;-i^enb' donottd dikod, apd no 
Sooiin was left fpr the Tridrrofb ibis own^afte 
and Jwdgmerit iii the Matter:? 

Now whiclroC^fe^eoh^ry Accounts are 
we tafoUow ? If thiP Pedlar iwar indeed deceiv* 
e4> relying u^oqi the Aiithori Friepd^ 

and fo unwittingly; fell; tnt^.>|^is:S^ 
doth that Fri«»d;feerp.rflprfif^Bl^'J^^^ 
with his Ey« c^ppfH ^a|>d ,i|j^ DiC 

cretion ? If,^ pft ^ pthfcr h*nd,: :,the Pedlar 
tedly knew whit hie.di^, sil^ a$f4 u^ 
p. 3. WyA J^igipenfi. l»4rw c(Wi tlj^jfej^rignd ple^d'ior 
Pr^.f. sjiinii that he did^^ i>?4|^V <^/ ^'> 

i&4?JSf ^^ wixyi abufed his Readers ? Or that he 

was 
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wi amfcidus ^ his Hmcekce^ anifanfrvtA dfir 
J^mng any tking tbqt vfas unfair in the ^ota^ 

yriilil^iign to prodaoo^tliemas^fik)p.5ri^ibr.V 
Scniimeot6,{wh^t)>?r tl^.Pc41?t, «ir Ws tFrien^, 
it luatters not) could aot'J)Ut know .th^iie ^j^s* 
dealjpg anjaftjy with tl^e Auth9r frpm whqqsi 

to whomiie QSctd them j unlcfs we;fuppofe 
him neither to. r^^d, .4^V}Hi .nor wate^ ^ othor 
People, 4o. 
Hepl/eads, ia thf^xt Place, thatAfeg^ P^y^ p. j. 

(le^. . ..PuM^iU, ipft?4^ of being an Ej^cufe, 
is th«rv?r;y QrfiiHnft^ga^f V^?f^^^ and U^ 
(;eit ^ thp 9ji^^*Mfff^ whicji |he Author of 
the l?g^/]^ is <:b«!gQSl wifh* * :Ti§ /aid, ife Pre/- *^ '^ 

U hejetn in bis f^^i^vitbcjta any .(Jfmm^nt /m 
Parapbr/ji^ ;fl^ tbmsr>e T^hq^ %,:0ifli^ 

Tcylor^ an4 %s J^iJlhop .iMylory mjbicb tire , ^ 
WtirJ^afrnfM^ uf^i at tk ft^inrnf^-^^ ^4^^ 
^ ^ifif^tipu. jBfit i^uie there k j?q Cohqk*^ 
mcotqc PwfpJiiafiv.^^M^ BP ApPOV»t> or 
Hintiti^ywi to inibfq^ot4dv«rtifo: the, Reader 
under wliat Charg^ef (^ ^i^Op ;wa$ thea 

writing. 
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writing, I therefore his Words are dilguiJkdvBt 
the Citation, by bemg left unexplained i and 
therefore, they are not tited as they are to be 
Jeen in bis Book; for whoever fees them there, 
will iee dieir Meanmg; whoever ^ fees thea^. 
in the Pofifcript^ will be apt to miftake it. Nor 
is the Matter helped, ty faying tharflie Cita- 
tion was triade in the fame Words that are com^ 
numly ufed at the Beginning or End of a ^ota^ 
tim ; for though this is enough where an Au^ 
thor is cited fpeaking his own Sentimertts, as 
•: is commonly the Cafe j yet where the Cafe is 
uncommon, it will require an uhcommon 
Diftinaidh: ks.tbm faith BiJhopTz^Vyper^ 
fonating an AnabaptSftj or^ Has fai^ Bijhop 
Taylor, urging the Anabaptifts Argitthents^ 
But, by our Author's flole of fiair citing,, an 
Atheift may quote Scripture thus^ lier^is no 
Gody fays the Pfalmijt. Let us eat and drink, 
for To-mofrrm we die : ^^Husfar St Paul, 
p )• But he goes on : Had indeed^ the Atdbor of 

the Lkfer taken fome of Bijhop TzjXotyWiords; 
and fapprejfed others^ in t^dtr to make the Bijhop 
fay what he never /tt^^«/.—*-— Why ; hath he 
not don^ fo ? Hath he not taken fome Paflagest 
and fuppreifed others which were abfolutely 

pcceffary 
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Dcccffary togive Light to the Biihop's Intenddn^ 
and this in order to' make him feem to fay 
what he never believed ? And is not this the 
very thing the Vindicator had reprefented as 
diflioneft and difingehuous?—— He proceeds ;P- 5* 
Or bad he put a different Glofs or.ConJiruSHm 
upon bis.ExpreJ^ons than what they naturally im^ 
^rf.-^-^— Why, hath he not, by putting no 
Ghfs, in£fieft put a different Qm/lruSHon up-' 
on the Expreffions, - greatly injurioua to the 
Autbdr of diem ? And by a &iifl;er Applica- 
tion of thecomihon Forms o£ citing, I'hu^ 
far BiJhopTBylotyZndfoys BiJhcpTzylor, made 
what ihe Words naturally import^ to feem to be 
the Writer's proper and genuine Sentiments; 
whereas he defignedthem in their nifturallm^ 
port only to exprefs the Sentiments of a Se6t 
which thought differently from himfelf r. And 
was not the leaving them thus to their Aatti-" 
ral Forcey naked, and without any of their 
Guards, and Fences about them, the very Inju- 
ry complained of?' , ■ Ti&g;?, fays he, he had p. i* 
grojly abufed his Reader s^ by afalff, and mofi un^ 
juft Heprefentdtim of Bijhop Taylor. Agreed. 
This was all the Vindicator had faid, and he 
iaid v.cU>;: as it fecms,. .fince the Pedlar's great 

Advocate 
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Advocate IS forced at laA tb Ml in with Klhi ia 
the ConclufiDti, though he comes at it 'by a 
differciit Exp^cBioA o£ Ksr Pr^inifeSi 1 

p. 4, As to ^hat he addsi But this Is tmtiBe Oxfe^ 

. fef'be basfni^lf eit^d the hifhofi Wordt at iBey 
ftand hi bis .Brnk^ wifbout putting the ledfi: Ckfi 
or ConftruSion upon tbem\ we fay^ andVepcat 
k; that for the Reafcns above giv€r\ y-fbitiVtbe 
Cafii and wheh our Autbbf has niacBb ihe beft 
of it, he will find it » be :fo* ;^ 

p. J. - Well J but he has a Heferve yetv ihwf he 
thinks ^^iirbring him and his Client (Juke 6fF: 
^afatisfy oUrtteaderSi 6]^S'he, and ^rij^ the 
Vindicators AJfertitm^ we fay the Paja^es ^&efe 
franfcrikedVethBtim front Bifhop Tzyhr^s Dif^ 
eourfi of thef Liberty of Prophecyiftg, ffkited 
in Oftavo, Lond. 1709. which^ the Reader 
fiesy is abo^e thirty Tears after the Ofher^ (visf^ 
the Folio Edition of 1674.) and yet has none of 
Bijhop Tay lor'i Anfwers t& his own Arguments^ 
* as are in that Folio Edition. The more Shame 
for the Man that pubiiflicd it fo impcrfefliyi 
He injured his Author, and fpoiicd his Edition 
by doing fo. But the Reader wittalfofeey that 
this is no more a Confutation of the Vindicator s 
Affertion^ than what was pleaded above, th^ 

the 
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Fr/VW J or . vjritiajt "Vf^s :<i^^aijged u|)on'him for aa 
Untruth^ in feyiog they «j^-^ ^tfi^n ^^ .^f ^Vp- 4* 
FdemicalWarh 5 ., which migbl truly have bee^ 
feid even of this ^0£fava Editim^ out of which/ 
k is now owned; they were taken* . . 

But bow was ii.pv^le, fays he, f^r one 'wBo:P' S* 
badpurujed m other Edition but that of 1709, 
r that of 1647,. /(? inow that the Bijhfip hadrer 
futed bis own Arguments t Yes» hcw^hthave 
known it fro^i other Writers^ had he beea 
verfed in this Cantrovccfy of Infant-Baptifixr, 
and cfpecially from Dr Wall^ frenn whom he/ 
quotes a Pai3&ge, containing an Account ofp-^- 

thi& very Thing. ^Andyet^ upon, that Sup- 

fojitiottj fiiy s hje, all the Vindicators falfje Infi^ 
nuations are grounded. But this is a wide MiP 
take. For though the Vindicator might reafo- 
nably fuppofc that the Compiler of the P^ 
fcript had feen one or other of thofe Edxtiont 
where the Bifliops Anfwers to his own Argu- 
ments are publifhcd, and that he had not wholly 
followed fo defeftive an- Edition as that ojf 
^7^99 yet the Charge flands good notwilh* 
ftanding, being founded upon another Bottom; 
and is not materially afFeded, much lefs refu- 
ted. 
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ted, by this Divcrfity of Editions. Fot evtfl 
thofe which have not the BUhop's Anfwers to 
his own Arguments, have yet Proof enough 
of Kis hiving been unjuftly treated by thd 
Writer of the Tojlfcript ; that is, they have 
his ProfeJJuin of Writing the Anabaptift's Plea, 

'toy Way of Trial how ftrongly thofe Argu-^ 
mehts might be enforced : They have his De- 
claration of that Dodtrine being erroneous, and 
tbey contain his own Arguments on the other 
Side of the Queftion. And therefore the PoJ- 
fcript is indefenfible even upon this footing, 
upon which our Author has put it; unlefs hef 
pleads Privilege with the Anabaptifts, of infi- 
fting upon what Biftiop Taylor fays in on^ 
Place, without minding what he fays in another- 

. For he tells us from Dr Wall^^ That it is d 
common thing with the Anabaptifts to cite the 
Pajfages in that Treatife of the Liberty of Pro- 
phecy that make for them, as if they bad been 
Jpoken by the Author from his own Judgment, and 
had never been anfwered by bim. Our Author 
indeed rather befpeaks than diredly claims the 
Benefit of this Prcfcription : If he lays 

hold 

t Sei Hift. of Infant Bapt. Part Hi 
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hold' of it as his laft Jt^fugc, much good may . , . 
it do. him*. ... .:..'.:'; .j • :*r. ..':>:.. > :: 

^ And now I>e tbinks: belhas fatS nil that is^. 19* 
neceffai^y'in Defence of the Poffcript of the Letter. 
And we think, that if hecaniay no more for 
It, he had much better have let the Db£ence 
of it' quite alone; for the Vindicato^h Charge 
ftands A/^here it did, for any thing he hath yet 
faid to remove it. :;..:-. .- .-• 

Hiid he but coflftffe3 a Mirtike'ift the whold 
Proceeding, had he made any decent Exeufc 
of Inadvertency, and Negligence,- fend Hafte 
in making thofe Excerpts; of been content . .^ 
on any Terms to have fairly given up what hit .j ^i 
own Arguments give up for him ; the Vindica^ 
tor might have been willing to have, retraced 
fomething from the -Severity of his former 
Anipiadverfions, and to have made all the 
Allowances that an ingenuous Acknowledge 
ment of an Error could have merited, Btf 
inftead of this, our Author dcfeiids-thjerP^ 
Script ^ith. all his Might; will noft'ailri^^ Bif. 
fhop ^dyhr to have been injured Ji mmh m 6p 
Mijlakey nay, perfifts ^i, fuggcftiiig ^ that the 
Biftiop might have been neverthelcls of that 
Opinion which the Pojlfcript lays, to him. He 

Vol. II. F twice 



P If '7* twice iatiipates fom^chln^ very obicurely frois 
a certain Frtmtiffie^e^ or Pidlure, at the: begin- 
nuig of ihe Edition in ^647> «7i&er^ ^i&^ ^^ 
files are ftrtrayed in different Attitudes^ with a 

p. 8. Greek Motto near their Heaids ; He doth ntst 
take upon him fofay what Senfe Jeremy Taylot 
intended thereby to convey to bis Reader ^ nor 
what bis Sentiments were direSily. To what 

9. <;. Purpofe then is this Remark concerning the 
Frontifpiecei If it hath no Relation in the 
World to his Sentiments upon Infant-Baptifm^ 
what hath it to do here I 

p. 7, But tbis remarkable Cut is in the Edition of 

P jfr 1647, which was publijhed while Bijhop Taylor 
was yet living r ^d in which there is no Anfwer 

p ^. to bis Fleajor the Baptifts^ arid he hathjeen the 
Cut in no other Edition. What then ^ The 
fame Cut or the fame Device is the Frontifpiece 
in the Folio Edition of 1657,: which was 
publilhed while Biihop Baylor was yet living, 
and ia which was- published his Anfwer ta 
Ills Plea, for the Baptifis. And we have feen 
|t in'that Edition, though both our Authpr 
and his Friend appear to be Strangers ta 
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He tcHs us likcwife of yj/^^ karn^ Men P* ^• 
^ho aboutjbe Ti^etb^tBifl^ Txylov ^publijhed 
bis Bffiourfe of th( JUberty of Prophecying, 
held ceri^n Opinions fuppofed to \^\ alluded 
to in thp faid Frpntifpiecej ws:. ^(^t ^ery 
Miniftef.of the Go/pel ought to wait for the Ih^ 
fueoce <f the Holy Spirit to enable him to ptophefy 
9r peachy ^ndthat every' one fo influenced might 
fpeak in .the Congregation ; and thereupon A^^^ p. tf. 
produces- a String of Paragraphs, for eight ^' 
or nine Pages together, out of a Treatife 
publifhed in 1651 by William Dell, ^ gr^9t 
Enthufiaft ; which Paffages, if fairly quoted, 
are as little to that Authors Credit, as t^oie in 
the Pojlfcript were to Biftop .^T^yor's. But as 
they do not touch upon the Subjedt that our 
Author is here engaged in, nor hcJp any >vay 
towards i-cmoving the* Complain^t that was 
made of the Injury done by the Pq/ifcript^ 
they ar^ as infignificant in this Place as the 
Dcfcription of ^the Frontifpiece ; and can be 
fuppofed to ferve no other End than drawing 
off the Attention of the Reader fronidifcaver^ 
ing our Author's /Diftrefs upon the Point i|x 
Debate. We fhall o^excfflrc jwfs them all 
F 2 pver^ 
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over, as foreign to our preifitrit Purpofe, SSidl 
draw to a Cohclufiont)f tKis Chapter, '» ^ 

P' 5- We obferve upon the WHole^' that our Att- 

• thor, who has undertaken tofatUfj bis Readers 
with refpeift ta the Paflages tranfcribted from 
Bifliop 7'ayJor, has in EfFeft made no Defence 
at all J but inftead of that, has ftudied: a few . 
Shifts to amufe his Readers withal^ ^nd offe- 
red them a Bundle of infufiicient Exciifes, 
with a taci^ unwilling Surrender of the Que- 
ftion to the Vhtdicatori as of a Poft not tenable. 
He hath found indeed fome Employment for 
his Flaih^ he hath beat the Air, and threfhed 
CbafF; made a Noife, and raifed a Duft; 
would fecm to have. done fomething, and go 
off with fome Degree of Credit ; yet, in rea- 
Iky, hath nothing more to fupport this Shew 
of Defence, than only appearing not to be yet 
convinced, or at leaft not to acknowledge, that 
he and the Pedlar were in the wrong. 

It. is hoped that both, of them will be fo 
wife as to' let the Matter reft at length, and 
receive a Piece of friendly Counfel ; which 
is, that for the future, whenever they are 
minded to cite Authors, to do it with more 
•Care and Caution 5 and, for a Prefervative 

from 
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from runoihg into fuch DifBc^jltjeS as tbey 
have -done upon this Occafion,' it Wtpujd be 
of great Ufe to them awben they make Qjjo- 
tations, to fancy the Vindicator at their Elbow; 
and whifperinjg in their Ear, Remember Bijhop 
Taylor. 



CHAP. 11. 
Reply to Qiap. IL 

S E c T. I. 

THE Author of the VM proceeds, ih 
the fecond -Chapt-er, to examine a cer- 
tain obnoxious Psi^ge in ^tFindicatipUj &c. 
which liath given him gj'cat OiFence, and put 
him to much Trouble ; for he has fpent.near 
40 Pagc^i -wz. the Remainder of his Pamph- 
let, in his Remarks upon it. ; 
The whole Paffage is'thk* 
« He fays, ^. 7. that the Baptifm of Oorift VM. p. 
" cdrmot be proved from Scripture to be Water-- 
*^ Baptifm. The Reafon which he gives, is, 
^* that in the lififlitution of Baptifm, Matt. 
f^ xxviii. i^. there is no mentisn of Water. No 
F 3 " more 
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^* more there is of Cbriji. And idierefeix;, 
« if WaterrBaptifm cjtonot, for this Reafim^ 
^< be proved from thence> no mora cem the 

^' But it is as ccrtaih thak JVater-Baptifm 
*^ was here inftitutcd, as that Cbriji did infti- 
** tutc it. And it is certain that the Apoftles 
*^ undcrftood it fo, as appcfirs both by their 
^* Praftice and Writings, A^s x, 47. viii. 36^ 
'* 38. Epb. V. 26. Heb. x. 22. In all which 
2^ Places /iPi&r « expreffly mentioned. 

** But all the Mifinterprctationg of this Text 
^* in Mattbe%v^ by the fakers ^ are o\ying, 
f* as hath been obfcrvcd Qfteto, to their Jgnor 
*^ ranee of the learned Languages, and Ina-r 
** bility tQ judge rightly of the Tranflations* 
Here, for Inftance^ Baptize is a Qree^k fF&rJ^ 
which becon^ng a Technical Term in other 
Languages to expreis (his Sacrament, is only 
made Englijh, by Ufage, Qthefwife, our 
** Tranflators might have render'd it here, as 
'f they have done in other Places, Gt?, and 
ff nx)ajh Men in the N^tof the Father^ &c. 
ff and then ihdrc would be no Room for this 
?* Cavil, or for the Nonfcnie that foljows about 
g undcrftanding the Form^ not of the Name^ 
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^ bat Fm^er of the Fatbfr^ But d^G^bx^ir 
^ L^ttr-Writer hath ge!t here >yh^|8;|]froperT 
** ly and trijily a Sl^aher\ ^rgumeatj j^ he 
** doth H0t care to tnjft himfclf yrith Ac 
♦* Management of it, * bat calls m the Affi- 
^ ftance of a ¥ritnd% uvd brings in ^ ^Bfot 
** //p/i from one of thiiBnfberixifxi, The iljnf 
** der Subftance of whidardkaving-beca coufa- 
^ ted a^n and again, .fliaU. only be>anfvrer<td 
♦^ here, by referring to Mr Lejlie*% Gmni Ibt 
^' Jlitution of Water-Baptifm^ Sca.i. andit 

f* Baptifm^ Chap*.3.jiad47* . : . :!: 

This is the ^ttre Parage; itndia'.iiie.onlf 

t>ne it feem^j in alt the Vii^atim^ &c« worr 

thy of ;thp £;onfidetaf ba ^i the Aufbor. :!Qf the 

FUuly who ;^s, it' ia 4be -^fi Remark tOt the 

^uejiim^ <or Point in DAate^ between fhejKin^if. 20. 

£ator tmd I^kr^Writer ; jm^SkCmtAinSy 'in Sub^ 

fiance^ 4sdlthdt the Vindicator bath find f^[H^ 

ierSaptifm. But perhaps he had fai^ #Q^p. 23. 

juftly, that it is thejirfi Remari that concerns 

himfilfy and touches upon that Point itkJtv 

Debatey upon: which fosiie of Ms own Writings 

iad been cited by the I^etter^Writer^. But, 

F 4 .- hoiirc^v 

* %€i tbi Rtafim of this tuffofition in the Preface. 
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however that be, it is the only PoinfciriDeliate 
at preftnt ; and might have been drM^n into 
a little Compafs, had not many oM (Objections 
againft Water^Baptifm 'been brought together 
in the Fiail, and urged. as if th^ nWcr had 
been anfwered> or Wtte AinanAveraWle 5 which 
hath made it neceffary in thi« Reply to go dif- 
tindily through thcnx iali, and ihew^ that this 
WriteX'^h^h neither- eftaliliihed,..iior fo much 
« improved any. of the ^takers vArgiiments 
upoa this. Sjal]gc<3:*' ,//.:' .. . '-^ •...> ^ 

p. 38, - He takes Notice, tl>Bt one of the Obfcrva- 
tions contained in thisPaflage/is fyorkowed by 
thtVikdicahr $ foi^ Jayi he, it isio befeen in 
-that' Chapter of Leflie'j .Book bet'rtfer^'iiii.IUa^ 
dersto. l^heh./^W/c^flrthcrfifonsLacqdita .hini«- 
ipWhymaking this Uiference, making a proper 
Acknoiirledgmcnt.of WhathebiStrow^d. Bitt 
fupjpofing he had not referr d ta Mi.X§^f , an4 
yet had made Ufe of the fenic Arguments, in 
.^tSfiahce^ thiat Mr Z;^;V ;and other Writers 
for Water-Baptifm had ufcd before hjni, is 
this Plagiarifm ? Is it unfair ?- If fo, what 
will become of the Author of. the FlaiU who 
rhath little of his own but his Style,. ai>d the pg- 
pgKar-Tura he hath giwn to fome of the com- 

. fnoft 
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tnon Arguments ufed by the fakers ; ^neithcipi 

of tshich will do Mm any Grcditi ittor .fox. Cin^ 

ajiy \Service. . For it fli^l be ihcWn, as We:go" 

alpng^ chat he oflfers little nci\v, little b\it whafc 

ibtoe pr other of their Se<a;h^ye ^Id bfiforie^ 

}ind ip a better M*i»<r » ^ atid* th«t , wher6 , Ite 

attempts to. put jaiiy^ Argu^nen^s into a ne^ 

Prefe, or givc.ajacw Turatoit^ he*^ _ 'I 

makes it worf^ than it was,. ;jn4. refor^^ 

its Difad vantage, - ^ . -:'' 

nSjtC T. 11. ; , 

THE firft Point in the prefcnt Difpute/ 
is. Whether Matt.xKvm. 19. is to bd 
uaderftood: of Water-Baptifm^, though Watdr 
be not expreflly mentioned in that Text/ , - 
. Rob* BaiJclay^^^/j them who 'mderfiood iin% 
Text of WiUi^-Baptffm « fp prsve. that Water 
" is here to be underjiood^ Jme0 the Tsxt is[filent 
." about it. Tet. be grants^ that if tke Efymo^, 
*^ logy of the Word Jhotdd be' tenqcioujly adhered 
*• to^ it would militate again/i mo/i of their ji4^ 
" verfaries^. as well p flgairi/i' the ^,uajien\*: 
And Will. Venn obferves^ there is not a Word 

of 

' ^9t tbif replied t9 hyGeo. Keitfa^/ Argmnmitd of the Qsakeri 
againft Bapufm and the Supper' anfwered. 
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t^Wat^m the T^extiiUedgedftar Watery not yet 
in tbe Context; ^utdefs there luxre no other -Bap^ 
iejm than tbatxf Waters^ as 4bire ^re fi^epal^'it 
nmfi at kaji be alhwed to he a SiUefikn HtiuitBap* 
tlfm Chrifi meant by that Commffion^. ' But the 
Author of the'^\sLA exalts tHts %adow ^i an 
Argument into-arDembnflration ^ and dedarcs 
p. JO, its- It '^ ^^ j^fi Matter of Admiration^ that any 
fhohU ground their life of WdteK^aptifm upon a 
Place in Scripture^ where Water is not fo much 
as mentioned^ 

When the Vindicator made his Remarks 
upon the Letter to the Qergy (f Northumber- 
Jftli^, where the Argument was. put into ibis 
]^orm, he thought it Hifficient to ve^y^^-^t^ 
ij Water^Baptifm ^mldnot^ forj^v^ Rea£>n, be 
panned from Matt, xxviii. 19. (^. ^becaufe Wa- 
ter Was not mentioned iu the--Text) no more 
could the Baptifm^ of .Chrijl: (as the X!^afc€rs 
fpeak in CoDtradiftindbn to Water^-Baptifm) ; 
l^ecaufe the Word C2&r^ was not to be found 
in the Teirt any more than Water. Which, 
though it had been no Anfwer to- the Objec- 
tion 

" * Defence of Gofpel-Truths againft the Biftiop of Cor1i% 
^Teftiffiony, /. 72. $^9.,l^ful. ^6$8. j/^fS/Reafim agaioft Rail- 
w>g# /• 106. . . 
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tion as foggefted by Robert Barclay and ^ilL 
Penn^ yet vvas a proper Anfwcr tokj.as it was, 
dogmatically and crudely put by i^t Letter-* 
writer^ and bis Briend^ from whoi^ he took 

it. _ • . ;_.-';•"• ^ ' . / • 
But the [Author of the Flails has w4ertakei^ 
at length to fupport th« Obje<aion with foffi- 
cicnt.Reafons. 

He fets out with telling his Reader; " hotif 
*^ tbe^gakersdiftinguiJhhetweenWa^^ 
" and the Baptifm of the Holy Spirit. "Tie 
• ^ Firjl belonged to the legal Difpenfation^ and 
" was the O^eqfjchn the Forerunner gf Chrift. 
^* The Second belongs toibe New Covenant Dif-: 
^^ penfatioHy and is ^tbe Office of Chv^ For 
'^ this Reafon they call the Baptifm ^Jbe Holy 
« %W/ the Baptifm of Chrijir 

But let it be obfenred^ firft, that l^is Dif- 
tindion of theirs, though it m^^. be right fo 
fer as it goes, yet it is not determinate enough 
to anfwer the Ends fpr which it is produced. 
For if they mean that Water-Baptifm did fo 
peculiarly belong to the legal DifpenfatioUj that it 
could mt alfo belong to the Gofpel-Difpenfa- 
tion, their Diftindtion is erroneous, and with* 

out 
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out Foundation : But if \i ihigbt' alfd ^ehng to 
fbe 'GojpeUptfpenfatioh^ thcii their Diflinftion 
is ufelefs and infignificanHri the prcfent Dif- 
pate.- So likdwife if Utit BiipHfm of the Holy 
Spirit is underftood by them to have been the 
Office of Chrift in fubb^Sie^e^ that he could not 
honjiftenitj' ioith that 0^^ liave appointed a 
Water-Baptifaij^ they only beg 'the Qucttion 
by theii- DiftmdHon. But if they mean it in 
fuch Senfe^ z^not to exclude Chrift's Power or 
Right to iniftitute a Watcti'-Baptifm, then their 
Diftinflion is to no Purpofe^here. - ^^ * 
' But fccondly, this I)iftin(&ion of theirs is too 
defedtire and (hort. For it doth not take in 
all the Water-Baptifin's which they tliemiclves 
allow to fe fcriptural. It excludes, 'for inftiance, 
. all thofe Baptifms which our Author himfelT 
owns' the Apoftles admlnifter'd wkh Water in 
the Name of the Lord ye/us. For he cannot 
fay, that thefe t\i\itt belonged to the legal Dif- 
penfation^ or were the Office of John the Fore- 
Title P^ge. runner of Chriji. He who' profefles to ground 
his Defence upon Scripture^ (hould ground his 
Diftiridions upon Scripture too, or at leaft not 
ufe them as Argumeftt^* The -feholaftick 

Diftindlions 
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Diftin^aions * of; the fevcral Kinds <)f * Baptifm, 
are the fuUeft, in A are., well .fiippotted from 
Scripture. And i if Diftin<aion8 be : of ; any 
Authority in the Cafe; they will claim the Pre- 
ference, andare on tht Side of W^t0i:-Baptifm;:. 
Bnt -the^. Quakers\I>iftina^ Author 

gives it, neither proves nor illuftrates any thing 
in the prefcnt Subjedl:, and cohfequently makes 
nothing againft Water-Baptifm- in Matt, xxviii; 7; \ , 

He proceeds next to his " char and autben- ?- ^h 
" tick Proofs that the Baptifm of the Holy Spi^ 
^* r/f, and not that of Water, is the Baptifm 
" of Chrijl'' And; firft, he proves, from 
Lukem. 15. that Jobfis Water-Eaptifm was 
not Chriji's Water-Baptifmy which is readily 
granted ; and that Baptifm ninth the Holy Ghofi 
and ivitb Fire was Chriji's Baptifm, but not 
Johns Baptifm, which is as readily allowed, 
He makes no Inference from this, nor Obfef- 
vatipn. upon it Therefore we fhall obferve 
for him> that whofoever will infer from hence, 

that 

1 TJi^ej tvill he found in the Works of Forbes a Corf, Vol. IL 
/. 457. Voffius'j DiJ^tations^ &c. Thefi^ i , . Jniinmof of ibi 
Syfiimf of Divinitj. .. 
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^' If 1^ mebn« only in a qualified Scnfe, a Seal^ 
n Promife^ an Office^ his'Conclufionisnaroore 

•- c:: : ta4be Purpdc than his Prcmifcsr were. But 
if he fpeaksi d£ them abfolutely and eihphati-> 
tally,' as the only Sealy the only Prondfe^ the 

.( r ' ' whole Office\ th^fi^his Conclufion is not war ran- 
ted by any of his Premifes. 

But whsrteyer he means, he has proved- no* 
thing yet againft our underftanding Matt. 
xxviii. 1 9. of Baptifm with Water ; and yet he 
is in Raptures with the Dem6nftration which 

P-'«S* he fancies he hath given againft it, " Is it not 
" tben^ fays he, jujily Matter of Admiration 
^f that any Jhould ground their Ufe of Water- 
' " Baptifm upon a Place of Scripture tvhereWa^ 
*^ ter is not Jo much as mentioned?** But what 
Relation hath this to thd* Things he hath been 
fpeaking of before ? Or what is there in his 
'Detail of Obfervations to make this appear a 
Matter of fach Admiration? He haa- not 
given one^ Reafon yet why W^tcr may not be 
^underftood in a Text where it is not expreflly 
mentioned. Nay, he hath given a Reafon 
why it may be underftobd/ For he tells us of 
exprefs Declarations of the Office of (Ssriji by 
Malachi and Jphn the Baptift, when he knows 

that 
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tfial neither of thefe 'Words, Office ox Chriji^ 
are in the Texts he refers to- And he that 
cdn fee hn exprefs Declaration of an Office of 
Cbrijim a Text where neither of'thcfe Words • 
are lifed,' heed not be in fuch Admiration that 
others can clearly difcover that Chrift inftitu- 
ted a Baptifm with Water in anbther Text, 
though neither of thefe Words, Chrijiot Water ^ 
^rc exprefily Part of it* 

But there is another thing, hfccms, excitefi. 
his Wonder ; and that is, * " that a^y jhmildtaket- ^%- 
** Chrifi to ha'oe injlkuted and ordained fuch an 
•* external Rite after his RifurreSNon^ andjuft 
** ivhen he was about to afcend to Heaven'' 

He is fenfible that he hath faid nothing yet 
to forbid our making fuch a Suppofit'ion 3 and 
therefore he proceeds, in the next Place, to 
(hew us how improbable it is that Chrift fliould 
do any fuch thing. 

Now let us attend to his Rcafoning agaiii.p.as. 
" // is declared^ fays he, in Scripture that 
" Cbrijifpake to his Difcipks at that Time (viz. Aa« I $* 
** after his Refurre<^ion) of the Tloings pertain-^ 
** ing to the Kingdom of God : Now what Rela^ 
^\ tion or Congruityis there betwixt the ceremo^ 
«< nious Rite of Wafer- Baptifm^ and the King^ 

\qu U. ' G ' '' dom 
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Rom.xiv. <« ^m i>f God^ wbicb^ the Apoftk Jays^ is not 
''* ^r Meat and Tinnkr 

He would infinuatc here, that Water being 
Drink "^^ can have no Relation rt the Kingdom 
of God. But why fo ? Though the Kingdom 
of God be not, or dotb not confijl in Meat or 
Drink, yet why may not Meat and Drink con-- 
Jijt with the Kingdom of God ? Chrift, after 
his Refurredion, eat and drank with his Difci- 
pies, 2^ y9t\\2&fpake^f bis Kingdom. BeHdes^ 
• as Water is not ufed as Drink in Baptifm, the 
Application of Rom>. xiv, 17. to this Subje£t;^ 
i5 as much out of thte Way, as if it were ap- 
plied to Circumcifion. .^ It comes therefore 
now to our Turn to admire that any Perfons 
ihould defend their Difufe of Water-Baptifm 
with a Text that hath no Refpe£i at all io Bap- 
tifm, and no nearer Relation to Water than it 
hath to Milk, or any other thing that is 
drinkable. 

He 

« This is like John GrettonV Argununt^ in his Treatilt of Bap. 
dOn and the Supper ; white, frtm tht Word Elements, ufei 
in Gal. iv. 3> 9. hi tondudis thai Water-Baptifm is om of tho/e 
beggarly Elements thai St Paul dij^aged imd offofed^ bicaufi 
WsLtcris an Element. Jnd G. Keith tills us, that di'Virs gthers 
if thi Quaker 7 tochers haivi arguid in the /ami Mmmer. Argff- 
ASiits 9/ the Quakers anfwe^'d, Se^, 9> 
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He proceeds : Hxm very unlikely is it, that P- 26- 
when Qbrift ^asfpeaking of the ^ing$ pertain^ 
ing to the Kingdrnt of God , and putting bis Dif^ 
ciples in mind of wlfdt John bad faid about the 
Baptifin of tbe Holy Ghq/i, that be then inftitu^ 
ted Wdter-Baptifmy and commanded tkem to bap-^ 
tize aU Nations with Waier? A moft impro- 
bable Thing indeed, that when he was dilcout*- 
fing of his Kingdom, and acquainting his Dif- 
ciples how they (hould be fujfficiently enabled 
to aft as his Minifters jh if, he fhoiiM further 
tell them how they were to make Difciples 
for him, and admit them \txt6 hii Kingdom. 

But perhaps, in this Author's Opinion, the 
Improbability rcfts apon what he fays after, 
viz. that Chrift fhould appoint ^^7/^ for that 
End, wbich^ he fays, can neither ivajh away P- *^' 
Sin, nor purge tbe Confcience. But this is no 
more than his own private Opinion, founded 
on the Confideration of the natural Powers and 
Qualities of Water, when it is not confider'd 
facramcntally. But before he can noakc Room 
for this Suggeftion of Improbability, he ought 
to (hew, if he can, that Pf^ater adminifter'd in 
Baptifm to worthy Receivers is not, andcannof 
be a ^eans both of wajhing away Sin, and of 

G 2 purging 
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f urging the Omfiimce. For however unfit it 
may be in itfelf to fervc to thcfc Purpofes, yet 
if it tendeth in certain Circumftances to pro-* 
duce thefe EfFeds, as a Means appointed Jbere^ 
unto by Ofrijiy then it is in Baptifm fomething 
moTGithzn-xnetcEkment^ or mete Drink^ viz, 
it is both a Sign^ and a Pledge of fome inward 
and Jpiritual Benefit. 

However^ he hath faid enough to fatisfy 
himfelf, and thereupon comes to hia grand 
2fr- Ccxiclufion: " We therefore ^ fays he, infer and 
Matth. ^' conclude^ that the Words of Chriji^ Go ye, 
*' ** therefore, teach all Nations, baptizing, &c. 
" have no Relation to Water-Baptifm^ but to 
« the Baptifm of the Holy Gbojir To which, 
all we need fay further, is, that we wifh him 
happier in his Inferences and Conclufions for the 
future. . 



Sect. III. 

HE proceeds, p. 26. to make three Ob- 
fervations, which he fuppofes will ap« 
pear to be clear znd ^rong Proofs^ that his In- 
ference i$ hothju/i and true. 



XXVISI. 



Fp:/}, 
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Firft^ fays he, ^ do not read (f ail t^e^-^^^ 
Perfons whom the Apoflles baptized^ or command'- ' 
ed to he baptized^ that any one of them was bap-^' 
tized in the Name of the Father^ Son^ and Holy 
Gbof. Neither do w6 read, on the othef hatKl, 
thwany oif them Wci^«»/ baptized jn the Narne^ 
of tbe'Father, S6nv and Holy Ghoft. And 
therefore we conclude, as in all Reafon we 
ought, that all wete baptized witii that ^txry 
Form* For, as l^chkofelf argiips in his v^ry 
Bcxt Words*: ♦// tannot' reafonably • he thought i^. 26. 
that if the Apojiks hdd/taien Matti aaivm xgl 
to have been a - Precept r of ,£i>riji's cMcerning . 
Wdtir^Bafitifmi tbei^wocmldMMf^lhJimetwhat^ 
foenserha.ve^mttei^3at.F^rmxfW(m^ Hero 
vgit eirtipty agt'ee. wids him ) aaid as: it doth not 
itppar, thdt the Ap0fl:ies did, in a?ty dne Injlamei 
^mittiiai^Arit, vtcthioK it unreafonifhk. in- the 
^aken to charge them with omitting it, pure- 
ly that it may be inferred from fucb Omijjion . 
that the Apoftfes did tiof Baptize^ witb Wittr, 
in ^GbiAplianee with Ghrift's Cpmtoand Jlh . 

MHtt4^T^'^, J9, ; _ , / . 

• And this Id a fo^ient Anfwer to the Ob^ 
Jedtipn as it (Finds iri this Paragraph, gut 



86 A Kjl 7 I. Y to the 

fls it is one of their capital Argumctits ?, and 
which our Author wonders we are .able to 
rcfift the Force of ?, and which he repeats no 
lefs than fix Tinacs *i in his Fhil under ibmc 
Shape orother, making it every where pafs as 
a declfive Argument, agaioft which there is no 
contending; Jt may be proper to .giv^^it a 
Confideration here once for all. 

It is acknowledged, that where mentl<)n is 
made in Scripture of die. Apoftles, or Oifci* 
pies baptising Ptoielytes, there is no particular 
Recitation of the whole Form of Baptiim^ any 
xnore ditn in oth^r Wdterp who mention the 
Baptifni of Ccx) verts occafionaliy a&dhiftoriv 
cally* But there is generallg^ fome ExjireiBoii 
or other in tbefe ScrijptuiierPa^ages'to dcAm*- 
gutfh the Cbr^ian, Baptiim from the J^Jb 
Btptifms^ or J(^'^ ^pS£rtu AsBaj«&ing in 
;..",,: .^^ . ?.^.'" • the 



jhd by Rob. Barclaj^ Sfe C^of|^;K^it^V ht^. iof .K^aken 
anrwcred. Si£i, 7, . * 

P We earn bftt admire that aa}r Ihoold take "At 'V^itn-ds, Co ye 
4herefen aifd tefftfhi ^ic.^^.beitflr^^VuiiJ Co8imSn4?«f X^fi 
to bapti^Be with Water, when (hereis^no [nfltftncc to ,be A>un4 
in Scripture where ajiy was bapti^e^ wkh Water In tJbe N^me rf 
fbe father y Se/tf and Holy Gboft, p. 20, 21. 

^ f. ?6, 27, 29, 30, 31, 41, 
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the Name of the tj>rd, tx in the Nam of the ^^\ 4«- 
Lord ]t§a^ : Not to flgirify that tl» Form ran 
!n his Name only, but to denote tha:t Baptifm 
which was inftitutc4 hyhimCtlfj and adniini- 
fter'd by his Authority 3 and that the Pcrfbnfe 
rccciving^t were baptized into the Faith* and 
Kcli^on of Jefus Cbrtfi. When the Apo- Ads ir. 
ftlcs arc (aid to teach or preach fnthe Nit^'e ofix.zy^ 29/ 
Jefus, itisnbt meant; as' this- Writer fuggefts 
in his third Chapter (\;^hi^ fhall be conlrder'd 
hereafter) that they taught or preached in ihe 
Power g/* Chrift, but that they taught his Doc^ 
trines or preached his ^ojpel"^. In like m'anncr, 
when they are faid to baptize in the Name of 
jfefus, the Meaning is, they baptized with his 
Baptifm, 6f adminiftcr'd the Chriftiaii Baptifirt 
as oppofed and (Jiftinguiftied from atf ^othet^ 
Baptifms. And it might,' with as much Rea- 
fon, be iri^^rr'd from thofe PajSages where'tbe 
Apoftles are^ifaid tb preach tn the Name of the 
tord Jefus, 01^ to teach dndprehch Jefus^Chrift, Afls v. 4a. 
tliat they did hot teach the Trinity, Father, 
Sqn, and Holy Ghoft, though that >wras-th^ 
G 4 Foundation 

' Preached the Things concerning fhC; Kingdom of God and 
rW ;/«8ir g^Jefw Chrifl^ .^ITJ viii. 12. 
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Foundation or primary Article x)f tbeX!br!* 
ilian Faith ; as it can be inferr'd from theft 
Paflagcs where they are feid to ^^MfJ? ifi /bi 
Nameof,Jft^\fs that 3tl»ey.did not;^pj;i25C int^ 
the Trinity, Father, .Son .apd \Ht^yr. Ohoft, 
though that w^s th? jcxprefs Forxn: by. which 
our Lor4*comniande(|[,aU Bclievc^s^tgtbe ad- 
/\. mittcd into his Churchf' And aUbpugh th^ 
Exprpffiofns where the Baptjfm of.. Converts is 
incntioncd in Scri^ur^ firp not p?e.cifely the 
fame (as neither ^are. fchpfc ^;cpxei0Qns which 
denote the Preaphiog pf the Gofpcl by the 
Apoilbs) yet they, ar^ ipcant of one jand th§ 
fame Form of Baptifm .delivered by- Chrift, 
M^tttfjinvnu 194 , Apd thus the foveral Paffa- 
ges (which our Author iniftakijs sfs^ djjnoting 
different Forms) have been generally interpre- 
ted hv-.Catholick Writers, yfk^fi , ftich iConcur- 
rcnce of Sentiments, that not ^be^ve one. or 
' ^wpanapng the ancient Fathers f^^ij^ to have 
;,hiid ansy Doubts about k: And,^hq,,prp]^abl^ 
Rc'^onr^ of fup^ .Poqbts h^yg ^q^n Jikewifc 



' 5;«w Bingham^j Antiqjiities, Fol IV.^amf prW^XcrldJO^s 
$^r1i^b'WMai& ^jcviir.' 19. 
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. Ao(^noviif let the particular Qt|j&fMon» o^ Qtif? 
Author to -tlik InteFpFet^tiotiiJPiitherfevergt 
Pafi^s wber&/thU Exprefileo-occfurs, beex«n 
mined.- Ho tells us, *• That rciw^ommarid^? *7- 
'• Cornelius and the.GcRtilftS'Jtf^jJftj5<rjftif/^f<^j(l 
^^ ti^ilNatnt.'ofiitie^iLonly s^utivnot in,''tbe 
»* Maw \of the '.EftbeTy and ofitie.Sm, and ^ 
" the Jhfy .Qbo/l^/.wMdrwaspih^^Gmnnn^ 
Truej th« Tiaxtrdoth oot fojCSp'efg it^iijwfe 
iioih not .give i^^fh^. very Woifds .of tlj'at Fonfii 
mi. yet it e9»fcit)«. «ri<ki;ft<S»d; ef . thtl .ybi^ 
Forn), for tMs l^ej|A>n, beciru^ iticann.Qti:«iiilV \ i 
fiftentlybe ^q^erKiedod of swiy.othei; fF«fiirf 
lihkJ $epfc ^f jt. |§t;f?tffr's.Fr|iaifte'wiii he\ri-. 
€OD<uled to^hi&tComiQi^pB^ 'and- ia any. ($^€7 
Seo% it will ifipj^ : which .Cb%fidentfip;> 4?^ 
is fu#:ie.nt ^ % a^d^deter^^i^^jijtff to this-$e^ 
and to exf lii<4^,allojyber^. 'jfp %;,forrinftjn^ 
fbsjdU^, bapt^eidrin. OhedioK^^tlfe^ 

4heForfn.tH(?r^,pirefcfibed,',.if1piVy3?hab§Yi(ft ,, 

<V»? Atttljpr .?:|^Bi«[ot beUgvc^ .AAod-to^fiyji.^,^ p. ,6,ay- 
|hi^,Autlwr^h,.^*that ^N.b^ptW ^H^ W*^ 
^v.-afi^^-^^A^f -AT^^^-J^t^i/.W^oii^-ilKSJ 
fil)i«W*ffiAe'i/<)rr:ib dolqgi ^, jw^tlnbiiboaf 
«Hfe,.€«lft bf^eue.; When, .tU^ef9irCi..,tl»rAifc 



>i ') t 



' but 
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but M6 t6nfiitent Acco&tit^o be given of an 
j^xpreflibrii atid thaC Acebont moreover appears 
natural) eafy- and agreeable to die cbmnon 
koles of Writing) we tnake no doubt to lay; 
diat it is the true Accoont/ 
' Novrif we aft: oar Author what Defence 
£r Will make of bis Interprettitioh of this &mt 
Eaqireffiod^ and by what Authority he excludeg 
die Form of fttpofm whicH hb iays was Cbt^s 
Qmnatut^ from beiftg imeiiddd lb t&is Expref^ 
fen, he w]^ find k a hard K&tter to give an 
p. tj. Axii^pt. He i)atb gathered (as he tclk us juft 
before) frtmi tbi Siienoe^ the *T^t; that none 
ef t1^ By-ftmders had forUiien WiOer^ when 
St Ptter propofed it for baptizing the Gentiles.s 
iAnd *ehy may he not as well ^tf /i6^ Itom 
this Tett, iboiij^b ft be Jiknf a^ to the Wbrdi 
»f the baptifoirf i^onh, iStiA iM F&rin was 
never&elefi intbn3c3i though not delivered at 
f&n Len^. Artd heWmfelf here agaiii^'H^* 
ju 27. &Stit% tifetif ^fe'feAf St Petef • 'wdnJd have never 
•: ,- ■■■ diviattdfrom the Comnumdi^hadie uH^/iocfd'c*- 
tliken ^thfe Wdris'i^ Mdfti'ixirK} ita Be a 
IBf^cipf 'of CM/^lcMcerftifig iFukr-^eptt/ri. 
We^'think fb toO» ^d artf tbbrbfdre fure b^ 
iaikmtJenjutUfr^mit. Andiftstllii Opii^oit 
- : both 
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bath' ^(T.^nd w;- miift condnvie/ilffliiiebailj 
proved»-:d>y otfaa>fiafficient Argufa«»ts> :thac 
St Peter. 6id. not> antjer^^d AfoV/XxViit 19* 
of Wate«--lfciptii«ft^ •• • • — i 

When he i-eptatt • the iame Obfer^tion iif 
p. 29.' viz. *^ 7i^ ^Cftr €6mnfafidsd^ th«m to^'ki 
« b^heed in ilk Nameof ibe'^^li, i^mr^ 
" at w vAfefved h^e^, ift^ihi^ Nstmncf^di 
" Fadmi Son, Joid HoJy Qhi^i be^idtto, Whd'' 

" M«tt; iac«iu..-i9i:;:.tf»rf cmfi^jaentlf^Jotlk iiot 
" /Ai Ifi'ir^ir .^ fiatrtiSit ^fo h ^Prkepf ahotit 
*' Watek'Baftifm,"\ :'■■. •••-' .tj^^V/ .-;: v q-.-: 

l^t is,', though no .ift<)coti^l "iCftiV W gi^ 
how BtsPefer eiUBC to do lUeh- at ^ing> ti t)iip>^ o^. ; 
tize »Sth Water, dnMs^k 1^ thitt 4ii( tHi^^ 
ftoodJ)f<z//.xxviu. 19. of Wat^i^B^J^Sontoil 
adidin Conformity to that Command; yet 
we moft not fuppofe him to.have i^ed in 
Conformity to tha^,lPircf;ept, ]c/i W||;,lbipi3ibUge<i 
alfo «Qc.Oj(^er« thathfi ua^rfloddtthat^Text 6f 
Wato'-Bs^ptifih;: - = ■•"•- '■; •, ■/• ••■'" ;••. 

; Abd' what will the. ^Qgakerswrf^,- rather 
t^. ))jj|]9^.. hsik HiUjer and F«j^ in any 

Chriftian 



Cfarlftian Btp^ifinrecordedin Scripture. W&en 
we prodmcffi: our Saviour's CBommifTion, they 
tell lis th^e, is mjnmtim of Water in it. When 
we produce undeniable Inftances of Water in 
the .Baptifms of Converts to -Chriftianity^ tUey 
' t^Y^^fifereJs m mention 4f. tht Fotmtf Wards 
aecerdingto^tlvQMmifim.^ \Khtm \we: reply, 
that it i%wSt to be fuppoi<Mi that ^ Apoftles 
ihopld ,u|^ aoy other FShd tiian that Which 
Chrtft gave theiKiy theh they tell us^tbatthe 
^pofttea^ eveiai wh^ntheybaptifiEed with W^uer, 

p. 29. dii^iwt^ in ISmfimity^^^ 

icxviii. 1 9:. V When . ^evanfmer, that then no 
Account -ca^bff g^vcp pftthcir bj^)dzii^ %i all 

p; 29. with Water, they reply, rit inattei kitlihzt, 
vf^tevgf ifiere tbeirRAf/om^:'tbeydiJf9i^^ 

p. 30. i» Oote^ii^^. wfk^JSommmdin M^t^otxviii. 
and ccftfe^fin^iyMi^. nktz^Athrftand thai Text of 
Wiffefr^^^mK 7.* ^'> .oT .:• - ^-:-\ f . 
' ' - '■ni;fn;r:'/\) : '* ci v:.'- ■ ^^^^'But, 

<Oar Aotl^or, indeed, feems a.Utue aihained pMettiag tte 
Matter reft opoA a Sappofition 6t certain Hidi/b/tj tKat cannot he 
^ffiffi^U $iA:AlBxiSmt'A^Si^o^M ca )m Bxpreflx»iii, '^ithmiroer 
Wire his Rea/ons, by Way of Note, the foUoi^ji^ Coifi^ftilfC^ 
which he offers to the jtiMc^^s ai^d confiderafe Rtadfr^ mix. 
p. 29. u ^hat thel^ruaict of the ]fim in h^tixing Prefeijtes nik'ti Wa* 

' > ** whom 
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" 'But, fays hci it may iethe-Findicattfrmlt 
** Jhj^ as/ome Cmtmdersfor Waterfr^Maptifmhavtf^ 

" ovi^of!^ hg eJUemd gwd Cnrverts, to be hi^ftizid witb Wtitir^ 
" njoifhoiit' any Command or Preapt of CKrift ; and goes a gr$ai 
«* Way towards aecottniingfir'all the ff^attr-Biaptifm neo read'o/f 
*' ikfJin Aas of the A ji^ftles*' He fpeaks w^th fomc Diffidence 
as to the FraBice^ as if he a litde diftrufted the ^ccouat that he 
hath from Dr Widl^ from- whom he hath picked op this Piece 
of Knowledge, which he knbws not how to make afe of now 
be hath got it- If it nvas^ fays he, tbt Praaice of tbi Jews in 
tbofe Days to iaftisci Ptofeljtts *witb fFater^ moat not tbatfufficU 
ent Reafonfor Peter to hafttzt Converts witbonf any Command of 
Chiift ? By no means* For what the Je^s did, was not arbi- 
trary, was not founded in tnere Cdftom. They looked upon it 
as Part of their Law, and pleaded the DireAibn of their Law-f 
given' But St Peter could neither plead Lzw, nor Tradition,^ 
nor Reafon, for niing this Ceremony ^ith the Chriftian Con-' 
▼erta, in tbe Name ofjefns Chrift, npon oar Aiithor*^ Suppofi- 
tion, that he had no Preceftfrom bis Mafier concerning it. 

And will dar Aatfaor, after the Exceptions he ha^h made 
againft oar Savioor^s having borrowed a carnal and extemaf 
Rite from the Jews^ be content to allow that the Apollles did[ 
ic ? He hath bot juft now inferred and concluded^ that ChriR p« 25; 
could not ordain a Water-Baptifm, wben be ivas /peaking ofibe 
Things pertaining to tbe Kingdom of God and putting bis Difciples 
in mhidoftjobat John bad faid about tbe Buptifm of tbe Holy Gboft : p. 26. 
And yet he can fuppofe St Peter^ who was fpecially fent by a 
Viiion to preach the Gofpel to Cornelius^ likely enough tocom^ 
mand a Water-Baptifm, even while betuasJ^eakingoftbe7bings 
pertaining to tbe Kingdom of God, and was put in mind, by the 
miracoloas Defcent of the Holy Ghofl upon his Hearers, of 
nvbat John bad ffdd about tbe Baptifm of tbe Holy Gbofi. He cam 
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•fi.^»ft vJJtol ip^|)ai^^ the Name of the 
^ :XK)rd Jtfki^sW. only id. the Name of the 
'^^I^rd, is all one and the fame as baptizing 
** in the Name of the Father, and of the 
« Son, and of the Holy Ghoft.** If the Con- 
tenders for W^ter^B^i^ifa^ have iaid foi they 
have fpoket) in a difFercint Senfe from \¥hat 
6uf Author has apprehended; viz. that to 
hafitiuie in the, T^am of tbf tfird Jefqs, is an 

abbreviate 

fappofe St Feter forgot th«t. then h m$ Relation or Congruiiy hi- 
p. 25. t^een tig ctremomom JUte (1^ he calls it) of Waiir-Baftifm^ mni 
the Kingdom of GoJ, ^btcb is not Meat and Drink ; and that 
Watir COM neither iMjb OFwqy Sin, nfirj^urge, the Omfcimn. If 
thefo Reafens wpre but lately very; goqd oaes, why our Lor<l 
ihoald. not \^ fappofed to have inftkated a W^ter^Baptifm, are 
they not as good now why Sc Fetor (hould Qot be fuppofed^ oa 
diis OccaiioQy to have confeatcd to, mudx le& to have propo- 
iisd, to have infiftqd upon Wateji-B^pfifm ? Let our Author 
reconcile what he (ays three Pages before with this grave Que- 
Jtion of his. Was not tbisfuffcient Reofonfor Peter, bfc. f 

Bot he fuppofes. this Jewijb VxdJBtiQA nvUl account for mil the 
Wetter-Baptifm nfne read of in the A6U. Query^ how it will 
aecOQBt for the Baptifm of St Fatd by Anumas, A6ls ix. 18. 
^VI. ?emt therefore thought it the wifeft Way to call in Qge^- 
On« Whither this Betfjtifm of.Stl^zul wot with Wafer, or no; 
though Ananias faid unto hioi^ fjfrifo therefore, and he bofftioted, 
iped 'tuetjb away thfy 6ins. George Keith obferves joftly enooght 
that this Doubt of Will, Penn\ befpoke as great Inadvertency 
in him, as when he printed in his Cbrifiian^^ahr, tktu Jefui 
Chrift 'o^mbom at Nazareth. 
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abbreviate Way of expreffii^g Baptifin iri the. 
Name of the Father, and Son^ and lioly. 
Ghofts and not that U is one and the fame^ 
thing whether Baptifm be adminifter'd mtb or 
without the Name of the Father, Spn^ and' 
Holy Ghoft; or that it is tantamount tp fubfti^ 
tute the Name of Jefus Chrift in (be ^ (^ 
Baptizing^ inftead pf the Form delivered^ 
Matt* xxviii* And this Mifapprchcnfion of 
their Meaning (fo^ if wor of them have fpo-» 
ken fo in <he Mca^ung of our Author, viz^ 
that 9 Change in the Form was f^aally naade» > 
let them defend then;;^felves) h^ led him ta 
afk fome Queftions out of the Way 5 as. Why p. jo. 
have not all Water-^Baptyis JSnce the Apofile^ 
Days ufed tbn fame Form of Words^ ? If he 
means by Form of Words^ in tbe Name of tbe 
Lord Jefus only^ the Water-Baptifte have not 
ufed it, becaufe the Apoftles themfelves did 
not ufe it, in the Ad of Baptising, But as 
to the proper Form deUvered in Matt, xxviii. 
19. it hath been from the Apoftles Times in«» 
variably and conftantly kept to and observed 
by all Catholick Churches \ and alfo by mof^ 
Heretick; } fQr St Augufiine fays. One might 
more eqfilyfind Hifreticks that did not baptiz/t at 

all. 
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^/, ^thdnfuch as retained iBaptifm without ujmg 
thofe EvMgeti^al IP^ofds of -which the Creed con- 
Jifis, and without whidh Baptifm Cannot be con- 
fe crated. 

P« 3«» \ He afks igain, What Authority havt U^ater* 
Baptijis to 'vary from the^ Form of Words ufed by 
the Apojiles ? ' We anfwer; '-they have none^ nei- 
ther have they pretended ioany Authority to do 
fo, neither have they vdriedfrom fhe Form lifed 
by the' Apojiles^ but have univerfally kept to it, 
excepting a few Hercticks; an Account of 
• whom, and of their Variations from the Apo- 
ftolical Form, may be found in Bingham'^ 
^Antiquities, Vol. IV. and 'elfewhere. He pro- 

p. 3 1. ceeds ftill upon the fame erroneous Suppofition : 
And if the Form of Words fifed by the Apoftles 
ought to be a Rule and Standard to others y doei 
it not necejfarily follow that all who bavebapti'- 
zed with Water in the Name vf the Father ^ Son^ 
and Holy Ghoji^ have done, it without either an 
Apojlolical Precedent y or a Divine Command? 
Had he not efpoufed an Error in this whole 
Matter, he muft have known riiat tliey who 
baptize in the Name of Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoft, do it upon an Apojlolical Precedent ^ 
founded on a Divine Command.- And that they 

who 
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Who do. not praftice Water-Baptifm at all^ do 
neither regard the Apoftolical Precedent^ nor 
the Divine Commands 

S i c T. IV. 

W,E cbm6 hext to the fecond Obfcrvation,* 
which he offers as another^rc?;7g- and 
clear Proof y that Matt.xxviii* 19* hath no Re- 
lation to Water-^Baptifniy but to the Baptifm of 
the Holy Gh^. It is this : 

" When Peter rehearfed to the Brethren at?- 26; 
•* Jerufalem what had happened in the Houfe 
" of CorneliuSj he faid, ^s I began to fpeaky Aas xl. 
" the Holy Ghojl fell on tbewi ^s on us at the 
** Beginning. T^hen remember d tthe Word of 
•* the Lor dy how that he faidy John indeed bap- 
*' tized with Water ^ but ye Jhall be baptized 
" with the Holy Ghojl, This ihew? plainly, 
*^ that Peter under ftood the Words which 
" Chrift fpafce concerning the Baptifm of the 
** Holy Ghoft, to be relative not barely to 
** himfelf and the other Apoftles, as fome havr« 
" weakly argued, but alfo to the GentilesJ' 

The Force of this .Obfervation lies entirely 
in thefe Words, Relative alfo to the Gentiles. 

Vol. 11. H If 



If h^ means them only of thofe Gentiles uptnt 
whom the Holy Ghoft fell at the Converfio» 
of CorneliuSy we own fuch a Relation as arifes 
from the Likenels of Circumftances. God 
hereby (hewed that he had eonfccratcd the 
Gentries to his Service, by endowing thefe 
firft Fruits of them with the like Gifts that he 
had given on the Day of Penteeojf. And this 
naturally brought into St Peters Remembrance' 
our Lord's Promifc to himfclf, and the reft of 
the Apoftles,, as he himfelf declares^ But what 
is this to our Author^s Purpofe ? Or to what 
End doth this Obfervation tend ? No : But 
he would, infinuate hereby, that the Promife 
. of Baptizing with the Holy Ghoft^ was an 
univerfal Promife to all who (hould believe the 
Gofpel, and eonfequently relative to all the 
Gentiles, being as extenfive as Chrift's Com* 
mands to his Apoftles,. to teach all Nations. 
And if thia be granted, his Way will lie more 
open to affert the Baptifm in Matt, x^xviii. li^ 
to be that of the Holy Ghoft promifed to all 
Nations^ But we anfwer, that the Promiie 
of this Baptifm made by our Saviour in the 
Place aboye-cited was to the Apofiles only^ or 
at leaft to as many as were endowed witb 

the 
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i\it like Gifts at Pentecoji. It was indeed art 
honoiif , a Prerogative, a Privilege beftowed 
on feveral of the firft Chriftians, both JenvS 
jind Gentiki 5 but U^as neither promifed to ^^ 
/« general, nor to any Perfons in particular^ 
the Apoftles excepted : So that although it be 
true thatt.this Prqmif? made to the Apoftles 
expreflly, w^s rehti^oe in fonie Seijfe to all thofe 
who were likewife ftiade Partakers pf thf Ifke 

• Gifts and Privileges, and aoiong pthpr$ \t^ 
Ihefe Gentiles converted with Cornelius y yet this 
is a Relation fo remote, and fo Infignificant to 
our Author's Purpofe, that it doth hinij iio ipan- 

, ner of Service* Nor can It by any liacgps he . 
fo underftood, as to become an Argument, 
that the Baptifm inftitutsd by Chrift 10 Matt, 
xxviii. 19. wis the Baptifm with the Holy 
Ghoft, or that Peter ever thought fo \ and leaft 
of all, that he thought fo upon this Occafion, 
when he commanded Baptifm with Water to 
be adminifter'd to thofe who had received th?it 
of the Holy Ghoft in his own Prefence* 

What therefore doth our Author mean, 
when he proceeds in thefe Words, •* tVhicb 
" made him put this ^ejlion to the By-ftanders, p- ^7^ 
[\ Can any Man forbid Water, S?c. ?" Why 

H 2 ihould 
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fliould the Difcovery that he fuppofes' St Pefef 
to have made upon this Occafion," viz. that 
Chrift's Promife of Baptifm with the Holy 
Ghoft was Relative to the Gentiles, bccafion 
his putting any Queftions, or making any Pro-^ 
pofals concerning the baptizing thefe Converts 
wth Water? It had been far more natural 
for the Apoftlcs, upon our Author's Hypothe- 
fis,' to have argued the contrary Way, vi^i. 
that feeing thefe Gentiles are already baptized 
with tlie Holy Ghoft, and it doth unexpeded- 
iy appear to us that this is the Baptifm promifed 
by Chrijl to all Nations^ upon our preaching 
bis Gofpel, and that k is entirely a fpifitual 
Thing, brought about by our Preaching, and 
not minifter'd by our Application of the Ele- 
ments of this World ", therefore what Ufe can 

theFl5 

tt Thfe IS the Quakers Doarinc, that the Apoftles taught 
laptixifigi or baptized teaching. Jnfwer to Baptifm 'with Wa* 
* ter ajferted.' Thus alfo Geo. ffhitebeaJ, in his Antidote 

It is not fat J, Ga, teach^ and then baptize with Water, hut 9 
G04 teach, baptizing; making Baptifm only a concomitant 
Circumflance of Preaching ; or, as he terms it, A fpiritual Bap- 
tifm attending immediately on the Apofies Miniflry. But by the 
like ArgumeBty becaufe it is not faid firft Go^ and then Teacb^ 
but vofivy%v^u /i/ctS»7«vV«7€» Going teach ; the ApofUes were 
to teach all the Way they 'went, or at leall iu a deamhulatory Way, 
' " ljk« 



there, be of Water,, or Baptifip, or any other 
Rite to initi^e thefc Perfons into the Sj^rvice and 
Religion of Chfift ? This had been fpi^ais^ing; 
confifteafly, and agreeably tp thofe-Notions* 
that are here imputed ito St Peter. But as our 
Author has ordered the Matter for him, he 
makes him appear fxo wifer a Perfot>;tban 
himfdtf": 

But now that we aretipon this Queftion of 

St Peter% Can any Man forbid Water ^ i&c. ? 

let us mabe an end of it: He tells us, p. 2?. 

that this tQueftion being introduced by theft 

Words,. "^^ ^ken anfwered Peter^ ycJs.^pJam 

*' ^oken of /me Jleafoning that badfii^d\,hr 

" tmxtbrmand tboJeoftbeCirctimct/io?rJ'::TK\s 

ilemark is a plain "Token that the Man who 

made it doth not underftand a. very common 

^nd familiar Exprefliop in the facred Writers ; 

irequently ufed by thena when no Queftion at 

all was afked, and when no previous I^e^fon 

can be fuppofed \ 

H 3 But 

like the Peripautick Philofophers. ' For thdrqls no'Reafon- why 
•one Participle in the Text ftiould be interpreted in this, Way 
more than the other. 

X See feveral Inftances coUefted by Mr Lejlijf. Dttfi, on 
Watsr-Baptifm, Seft. 6. 

'.Will. 



But Vire may iafcly givfc him his own Way 
ind afk what this Rcafoning was about, or 
what w«i6 the Difllculty in Debate ? Why he 
rells n% '' that the Reafm of St FeKtfsjf^ith^ 
" this ^ejlion to them^ is iOpparent j ihiey heing 
^* of ite^GrcumciJion^ were much prejudiced in 
^* Disfavour (^ ft&^ ♦Gentiles, m Peter alfo was 
^' before hefawthe Vifion at the Houfe ^ Simon 
'^^ tbeTariner^^ Were thefe :of the Circumci- 
lion for or againft the baptizing of ch? Oektiles ? 
This he doth not tell us. Nor is it. any matr 
ler which Way they Jnclin'd fincife St Prf^ 
was for the Affirn^ative j and we think his 
'Authority ^ecifiye in the Cafe. So tfc^ fuppor 
^ng a Difpiite to have arifen upon this Head, 
yet what can oijr Author infer jfr^&m thence to 

ferve his Cauie, 

But, %s he, p. 29. " If<:hrijli by the 
« Words of that Te:>it (Matt, xxvifi. 19.) did 
^* certainly inftitutt Wftter-Baptifm^ as the Vin-r 
«" dicator aJfertSy then thofe-of ibe Circumcifkm 
'^* that believed could n^ woe II be ignorafit of it ; 
%" And Feter'i putting Jucb a ^ejiion as Caii 

" any 

Will Pennind^ a Rcafon, Aich a one as iiis, for Ais Quc- 
010X1 of Peier\ upon the fakers Scheme, withoat fuppofing, 
jM oar Author does, any thing to have pafs'd by Way pf Reafo^" 
^ng before-hand, Defence of Gojpel-Trutbs, p. 8y. 
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*' any Man forbid Water, &c. ? to them, mufi 
" bfive been quite mdlejsand abfurd. For it is 
" prefumed they idjo 6elieve4in Chrift would not 
^^ forbid vfbat Chrijibad commanded to be ^neV 
Very trae ; and therefore the Abfurdity l^es, 
not in St Feter'% Expreffion by Way of Que- 
ftion, but in the Man who fuppofes he made 
a real ^efiion, or Matter of Doubt, or Diffi^ 
4ulty al>out it i pr intended to afk the By-ftanders 
what he fhquld do in l;hp Cafe. Our Author 
is as unhappy in his Obfervation i^ippn the ^e- 
^ion here, as he was juft now in that upon the 
Word anf'vi}ered \ and feems to imagine, that a 
Manxraanot ufe an Expreffion in the Fori^ of 
a Qucftion, without really putting an Interro- 
gatory, But n?ay we not fay, for inftancc^ 
Can any Man wonder that they fhould make very 
bad Eo^pofitors of Scripture, who are unacquain-^ 
ted with fome of the common Rules of Writing 
and Speaking f May we not fay this, though 
none that we fpeak to be ignorant of it, or will 
doubt it? Or muft'fuch a Queftion be there- 
fore needlefs and abfurd, becayife it is prefumed 
every body believes it, and no body will gain^ 
fay or contradict it ? Affirmations or Negati- 
ons thus put^ are very often, more emphatical 

H 4 ^dbaf;i 
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than in a plain declaratory Form: And-fo thii 
Quedion of St Peter's is to be underftood as a 
ftrong and exprefs Declaration that Water-r 
Baptifm was not to be denied to thofe new 
Converts, but was by all means to be adnjiiftir 
ftcf'd to them. 

S E c T. V, 

f. 27. XJT ^ ^ ^^^^ Obfervation, which is his third 
XJL and laft clear Proofs that Matt^ xxviii, 

iCor. i. 15. hath no Relation to Water-Baptifm, is, 

^' that St Paul told the Corinthians tbdt he^was not 

fent to baptize but to preach the GofpeL Whence 

he thinks it evidently follows^ that St Paul alfo 

underftood the Words of Chrift in Af^///. xxviii, 

not to concern Water^Baptifm : His Reafon is, 

that if ibey were a Command both to teach and to 

baptize with Water y how could St Fzu\ fay he 

was not fent to baptize? And he ddfires his 

Reader to reJkSi on this Declaration of the: Apo- 

Jlle^ and try how he can reconcile it with the Com-- 

tnand of Chrift to baptize with Water. 

This is one of the triteft ObjeAioris the 
fakers have againft Water-Baptifm "^ And is 

an 

y Anfwcr to Baptifm njoith Water ajferted, p; 8. and Will. 
?enn% Def, of Go/pei'Truth/, p 76. 
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#h'6td-'Atg\Mncnt of the ^intiUiins revivers ' 
and not one jot improved. This SASt took it^ 
Rife iiovci one '^intilky a M&fnan:Pr^acben^ 
Carthage^ a littfe before TertuUiafiv TiraeJ 
who made it her Bufinefs to difpamge and ctf> 
down Water-Baptifm. Againff wh'rch Hcrefy,; 
TfrluIUan wrote his Book of Baptifh; toi 6^^3^ 
lifli the Importance of our Lord's Inftitutionsc 
In which Book, c. 14. this very^ OJ)je<9:ion ia' 
cdntider'd and refuted. And alfo by St G^jC 
foftome^ Horn. 3. on tlje jfirfi; Ep* to theCi^r* 
Among the Moderns, hy Liniborcb^y andDr 
Forbes ^ j and as' many others almoft, as have 
wrote againfl: the Quakers upol^th^ Siibjeft of 
Baptifin^. Dur Amhor feemsitoio.wn he has 
looked into Mr Lejlii^ Divine lnfiitti$hn . of 
WaUTrBaptifm : He has a wboje Chapter or 
5e<aion on this^particular Objoftjon*. Why 
ihas not our AuJbhor made fonie Rtply to hirtv, 
or taken fome Notice of thofe things that arc 
jurgcd againft the ^takers Way of Reafonihg 
: :/ 1 upon 

.« L, 5. cap 67. 

' FarSifii Op, Fol. V6l. ir. p. 464. 

h Geo. Keith\ Jrg, of tie fakers agahfi Bapfi/m vnd'tii 
fjord'* s Supper refuted^ Scdjl;. 4 ■ Dr Bennett Confutation of 

S^uakeri/m, Chap. 25. 

. « Lrfie\ Div, Irtft. of Wat, Bapt. Scd. 7, 
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x^pwi tfctfs Head. To r epoat md rejpriot Hrhti 
|ubs been ia oltep given them in Anfu^firi it 
iieedlds^ tt kaft fo long as tho(e AnTwert 
:Qand good^ and are unreptied to* When nsx^ 
of the fakers can ftart any DifBcultjr, or do 
gtre any new Turn to an old Obje^oo^ or 
ssaake any dirofit Reply to wb« i^ ^iycn (ji^hk 
in Anfw^r to fh«r Obj«(3io9s, then it i§ wjofth 
while to give a particular Att(5i«»on W what 
th^ fay* But ivji^n th?y ^er nothings whicfe 
is oiif Authof'ji Cafe upon this Pointy p§^ng 
but what k Asile and trjte, ^d worn threadr 
bare, why ihould we begin, the Diipi^te anew 
with him? If we teil Him that this Text 
of St Pauhisto be undteftood thus, that be 
I9as mt fenf fo much to tapdze -at ti> preach the 
ijhfpd^ like iH^i/ vi. 6, I defired Mercy ^ and 
net Sacrifice % then he will except againft this 
JParity, as iRo^« Barclay and Qeo. Whitehead ^aA ; 
and affirm, thatibe whole G^fpel^ hy this Liberty 
^ Interpreiatiotty may be perverted. Then we 
muft proceed to fhew the Neceflity there is of 
interpreting divers Peaces in this Manner, and 
to lay down the Rules whereby it may he 
known when we are right and when we are 
wrong in fo doing. Which is all fufficientiy 

done 



Prote^TAI^t Elail> i&f 

4obd t» oyr Ha)id6;| by the WriterB agaioft the 

;^itrs InfefenC« fitwtt this PaCage. 
If ^e pr0fs iiiw.wilh tfeiis, Gonfcque»co 

from tfeek Imea^|>rtt»tk)n, How «aipc St P«rf 
^6 b^ze. Crifpui tatjKl G^/Wt j&q, as Jbe der 
ckfQs betiidU if he, K»w that bch^dno Cocn^ 
vmxi 9f Cgmmifiiln tp do fo ? Then he will 
guard .agaiftft this Qj^ftioft \»^Hh ^ Diftia^tioa 
that the Shakers are wont ta.nfe wh^ they 
ft^ft tljrtip;jwfled,:1>*^c that difs Apoftks bapr 
tksejtfcfy Peri^^mi viothy CmmJJwh tuad 
put what . St J?^ dj<| pn. this:^"Oa:afi.<m wpp» 
the fame footing with his.l3iro««B€i§i|g Timotbyk 
And then we muft repeat all thofe Arguments 
which are pipper to fliew the Invalidity of 
.this Diftin<aioni* when ilhtis - applied. They 
?vill he found in -GfOi .Keith ^ and others. 

Referring therefore to w.hat has been iaid 
upon this Text by former Writer^, and jnore 
ielpecial|y by th& Author of ^e Defence ff 
Bc^ifm fpiti) Water and InJant-^Ba^ifmaffertedy 
we (hall onlyrdefire the ferims Reader to pon^ p. 27. 
4er and reJkB upon this pojitive J^eckiration ff 
St Paul, that be -iaptized Crifpos ^Wi/Gaius, 

mfd 

^ Jnfvoer 'to the ^UakePs Argument's againfi Baptffm and thi 
fiml's Sufper. Se6t 4. p. 9. Quarto> Lond. 169S. 



Mid itbe . Houjbdld of Stcpftiaiius ; and that he 
gives this Re9fi>n why.:bf5 baptized iio more^ 
viz. left anyjhmldfay that be baptized inbis 
$wn Nameyzcidi that the whole Paffage hecef- 
farily impliefe, that all the Believers at Corinth^ 
univerfally, were baptized; the Apoftles not 
only countenancing fuch Baptifm, but com-^ 
manding it, and occafionally " pcrforrtiiiig ' it 
thcmfelves wherever they came 5 let hitli,:^i(v^ 
i^y^ferioujly pmder thefe Things, and try ^ if be 
x^an fairly reconcile f^^/»-with that total -Neg- 
ieft and Difufe of this Ih(Ut«ti4n vAieh Uic 
Quakers are guHty of. 



T 



H E Author of the Flail haying now 

done'witn his clear and ftrong Proofs 

inJSupport of his^'zj^ and tfiie Inference^ x!ti2X 

Jkfo/Z.'xxviii: 10. hath no fetation to Water- 

Baptifmy proceeds to examine the four Texts 

- ' that the Vindicator hath refcrrd to, in thefe 

#7»i/..p. Words :« " It is certain, that the Apbflrles 

" underftood it fo (viz. Matt, xxviii. ig* of 
Water-Baptifm) " as appears both by their 
[\ Practice and Writings, ASts. x. 47. and 

_ " viii. 
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" Viii. 36, 38. ' £^. V. 26* Heb.x. 22. In. 
« all which Places IVattr is expreflley mentio- 
« ncd/* 

His Objeftions againft the firft of thcfe, viz^ 
the Text relating to the Baptifm of Corneliup 
and his Friends, have been already fufficiently 
confider*d above. What he fays upon the 
fecond, ASis viii. 36, 38. muft now be attend- 
ed to. 

He owns that Philip baptized the Eunuch 
with Water, but obferves that it isonlyfaidbt^- loi 
baptized him. So that no Form being niention- 
ed wherewith he baptized him, he concludes, 
that he did not baptize him in Compliance with 
the Command of Chrift^ Matt, xxviii. 19. 

•* But fo Men may j&y, if they pleafe (to 
quote the Words of a good Author *) " that 
" when Philip and the Eunuch went into tbeJFatery 
** h baptized him with Fire J' And this might as 
reafonably be concluded from the Silence of 
the Text, as that Philip either ufcd no Form, 
or not the right Form, prefcribed hy Jefus Chrij^i 

But our Author has an Hypothefis here, 
that If Philip baptized the Eunuch with the pr^o. 

fame 

* Dt Sim, Patricks Jqua Genitalis^ S vo Lond. 1 676. 
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fame Form (f tVerds v:ith/u>hich be baptized iht 
SamaritaneSy pf vJxm *it is faid: a few Verfes 
before^ that the Holy Gbojl was fallen upoH none of 
. them J only that they were baptized in the Name 
if the Lord Jefas (whkh hp further foppo^ 
jes to be in the Name of the LfOrd yefus only) 
then be neither executed nor complied 'witb Chri^s 
Command. That is to fay, if PhiUph^ done 
what it doth not appear he did, then he had 
fumifhed bur Author with fomething of an 
^Argument which at prefcnt cannot by any 
Means be wrefted from his Proceedings. 

We refer our Author to the Pamphkt ca« 
titled, ji Defence of Baptifm with Water ^ and 
Infant^Baptifm averted, for a f^ll Anfewr %& 
km own and another Quaker' % Qbiervations 
from this Hiflory of Philip and the jBk^ 
nuchal 

And 

f Oar Aotior has ofafef ved, at the £nd of a^ttb Ktfle ii 
P- «9^ the Page befoBrc^ " tbat the Eunuch's fayiftg to PhiK|i, Sec here 
" is Water, what hindercth me to be baptized ? fiemdto hi « 
*■ flmn Indication of a Pra^ice among; the Jews rf laftixing 
'* Pr^e/yt9s:^ It is much that he can £iid no better EyUmtt 
for fuch a Pradlice ; for this is a very oh/cure Indication 6f it: 
And is one of the lafl Things that another Man wonld havefeen 
in the £unuch'» Words. 



I 
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And fo pafs on to the next Text which he 
takes to Tafk, and that is Bpbefians v. z6. 
Cbrift dyh kved ibe Cbutch^ and gave bitnfelf 
for ity that be tnigbt fatiBify and tkanfi it witb 
the wajhing of Water by the Word, 

This Place the Vindicator had referred to^ 
4s ^n Inftance that the ApoAle underftood the 
Chriftian Baptifm to be a Water^Baptifm ; for 
this Reafoh, hecaufe Wajhing of Water is aa 
fexpreffion that cannot other wife be well ac-* 
counted for. ^ot which Reafon the beft In- 
terpreters 

There is aa Obfenration made by Grdtius upon tmecher Qne* 
tion of tlft Etamcb much more to eke Pnrpofe. It is opea 
thefe Words, ver. 31 . How can I {'vix. enderttand the Scriptures 
or the Prophets) except fomi Man fimU guide me f And he defi'- 
red Philip that he nuouU come up and fit <w/A& him. ** Non pats-' 
*' bat tarn perfpicaam obiqae effe icriptor^tm & ejq>ofitam omiii- 
" has habere fcnffiin, at nunc faciunt non Sellularii tantuok 
^ fed & Tctmn^t^ qui re^ltus facefeot qui dace fibi opus effe 
•* agnofccrent.'' *♦ ^e lunuch did not think the Scriptmret etJt^ 
** 'where fopUnn and clear ^ and the Senje of them fo oh^ous to ali^ 
'* a$ now-a-days not only Handicraftfaien, hut even Women do ^ 
** nvho njoould do better if they acinowlidgtd aH^aiitofaGuitk 
- to tkfiruB themP 

Our AuihoTy who appears ta be a great Reader of the 
Prophetical Books, and the more abftrufe Parts of Scripture* 
would fin4 it more to his Advantage to enquire and sfflc what 
^ey mean, than to fet up for ai^ Intcrprecar of them, wkhgaie 
^y Academical Learning, 
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ferpretcrshave conftantly expounded it in the 
fame Way, viz. as either diredly iignifying 
Baptifm, or (which is the fame thing to our 
prefent Purpofc) alluding to the fFater which 
is by Chrift's' Appointment the Matter of Bap- 
tifin. And they who will compare this Text 
with Jobn iii. ,5. 7/V. iiL $. .1 Pet. iii i. will 
be apt to be of the fame Opinion. 
p.3«» But our Author is once more " in Admira- 

** tion^ ih^XtheViridicator.Jhouldbefo'weakand 
5* /hallow of Underftandingy as to take the Apo- 
" file to be here /peaking of material Water^fuch 
^ as a Prieft /prinkks a Child's Face withy and 

V' 32- ^*^ calls it Bapti/m Some of the tneanefi 

" Tradefmen among the ^lakers^ whom be (the 
*^ Vindicator) advifes to mind their Packs^ and 
•" their ShopSy and not to meddle with the- Scrip- 
^^ turesy could have told him, at fir/i Sight or 
*** Hearing of tbo/e Words^ that the Water 
*** which the Apofile there /peaks of is the living 
•« Water which Cbrifi him/elf /pake of John iv*. 
;^^ and \n. 2,7, 38, 39." 

It is probable fomc oiF their meancft Trades- 
men might tell hini fo, and he would ca^ 
.fily judge from thence that they dealt in Packs 
:^nd' SbopSy and had more underftaAding in 

-" " them 



tbem than in the holy Scriptures, or dfe Were 
very mean Tradefmen indeed. For none who 
know the common Rules of expoundings Scrip- - 
ture would interpret Water in a Paflagc. where. 
it may he underftood JJterally in a very.natu.-i 
ral and confiftent Senfc,^by the ovfy two^phces 
in the New Teftamcnt (except the Apocalypfe) 
where it is. confejfedly figurative. Much l.ef§ 
when . it is further confidcred. that the; Word 
Wajhing with Water (for. fo is the Phrafe iq. 
the Paflagc) cannot be applied with any J^ice 
to that Living Water which . is mcntioiii^d, in 
thofe two other Places. ; For the.fig\ifttive 
living Water is figuratively to be drank by, thofe ]o}iii w. 
that tbirft for it, that it may become a Well of ^^^ 
Water in them fpringing up to everlajiing Life, 
or a River of Living Water flowing out of f heir John vu* 
Bellies. Now had the^ Apoille alluded to this 
Living-Water, he would not have tifed'thc 
baptifmal Phrafe Wajhing, but rather fome 
other Word which might make the. Figures 
correfpond the better with each other.' 

If we were to make ufe of one pf his awn 
Arguments, we might, fay, that xh\s living 
Water, being Drink (for all who thirjl are ex- 

VoL. II. I .preffly 
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prcflly iriyitcd to come and drink of it) cannot 

Rom.xiv. therefore "'confift wiib the Kingdom^ God, 

'^* which is not Meat and Dribk, but Rigkfeoufnefs 

and Peace^ &cc. This would be as good an 

Argumpilt as that which he ufes p. 25. to 

(hew that Water beirig, Drink, cannot be any 

Part of the Baptifm commanded in Matt.xxwliu 

J9. And how would he anfwer it? .Why 

he might' tell us, thzt Meat and Drink in Rom. 

xiv.- 17. is to be literally ^nde^ftood, but Drink 

in thefe Texts oi %iJobn. to be underftood 

figur^i^cly, v/^s. <s>f a fpiritual Thirji and fpi- 

ritual Drinking y and that therefore thefe Texts 

• ' • art' hot to be expounded of each x^ther « We 

.. ' ^ /grant 

^;: . S Rem. xiv. 15, 17. U thy Brother be grieved with thy Meat^ 

now walkeft thou not charitably. Deftroy not him with thy 
'Meat %r whom Chrift died. ■ > ■ ' ■ For the Kingdom of God 
«s not M^t and Dtink^ but Rigbteoufnefs and Peace and Joy in 
the Holy Gboft. * 

Johnvi, 14. 'Whofoe\rep drinketh of the Water that f fhall 
f iv« ^lAi^ ftmU^^^^tMr tbirfi^ but the WiUer that I fhaJ^gire hin 
fhall be in him a Well of Water fringing up into everiafiing 
Life. 

John vii. 37. It any Man thirjf, let him come unto mc and 
'^nik. He that bdieveth on rsie, as tbe 'Scripture hath faid 
sut of bis Belly /hall flo^ Rivers of Having Water. • But this be 
fpake of the Spirit, which they that believe on him fhould re- 
ceive. For the Holy Ghoft was not yet given, bccaufetbat 
fefiis was not yet glorified. 
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grant it ) and lay Claim to the Liberty of ma- 
king the fame juft Diftin<aion. That ff^ater 
in this Paflige of StPaui which we arc upon, 
is to be underftood literally, and therefore is 
not to be expounded of two Texts where Wa- 
ter is confeffedly figurative. And confequcntly 
thi? Text of St Paul has no more to do with 
thofc of SL^obny. than that other Text of 8t 
Paul about Meat and Drink hath, 

Thcfe arc the firft and-moft obvious Except 
tions againft his Expofition. But Jet us examine 
it further. It doth not appear with any Cer- 
tainty whether Chcift meant any thipg more 
by living Watery thap the extraordinary Gifts 
that were to be bcftowed upon the Difciples ' ' 
at Pentecofi. This Opinion many learned Men 
have efpoufed ; and chiefly from that Text 
which our Author ought to have quoted gt 
length, inftcad of flopping (hort at thcfc Words, 
hut this he fpake of the Spirit^ for it imme- 
diately follows, which they that believe on him 
Jhoidi receive y for the Holy Ghofi was mt yet 
cme. And if it be right to expound tWs 
Text of the extraordinary Gifts of the Spinf^ 
then it cannot, with any Propriety, be brppght : : , 

I 2 to 
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to interpret another Text, which relates 
only to the ordinary Work and Office 6f 
the Holy Ghofi^ in fan^ifying the Church of 
Chrift. 

Again ; fuppofing the figurative linnng Wa^ 
ter is to be underftood of the ordinary Opera- 
tions of the Spirit^ clean fing and purifying the 
Souls of Believers, and in that Senfe to be ap« 
plicable to. this Text of St Paul which we 
arc cbnfidering ; yet the Application will lie, 
not where our Author places it upon the 
Phrafe Wajhing with IVater^ but. on what 
follows, vix. by the Word, that is to fay, by 
the Word of his Grace ; for thus fonie have 

SeeDr thought It might be confidently interpreted, 

and agreeably, to another Exprefiion of the 

-fame Apoftle, ASls xx. 32. jind now, my 

Brethren^ I commit you to God, and to the Word 

of bis Grace, which is able to build you up, and 

ioginjeyouan Inheritance among all them that 

are fan&ijied. And in this Senfe it is made 

' parallel to another Paflage of the fame Writer^ 

where he fpeaks likewife of Baptifm, calling 

. it the Wajhing of Regenerationy and renewing 

"^'^^'^^^S of tbe'HolyGho/l. . - 

• ■* * - 

There 
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There is indeed another Conftrudkion of 
» p/xali approved of by good Expofitors, viz* 
that it means the Form of Baptifm. Which, 
to be fure, our Author will not hear of. Nor. 
{ball we need to take any Pains with him about 
it, fince it matters not at prefent which of 
thefe Interpretations be the beft. Let the 
judicious Reader judge of them. But that 
Expofition which our Author fathers upon 
their meaneft Tradefmen, is fuch as we believe 
cannot be found in any good Commentators, 
nor perhaps to be met with any where but 
among the Blue and Leathern-apron'd Divines 

Well } but he fays further, ** Wk are boldv^ 3*- 
" to affirm^ in ContradiSiion to the Vindicator, 
" that the Water of the Word^ which the Apo- 
" fi^ jp^^^^ ^fy ^^ '^^ ^^^^ Water which God 
'* promifed to fprinkle upon his People ^ Ezek/cr. z. 



" xxxvi." 



But now, in the firft Place, he is a little too 
bold in altering the Scriptijre-Expreflion to 
make it fpeak for him. For the Apoftlc ufeth 
no fuch Phrafe as the Water of the Word\ but 

I 3 the 

^ By comparing tkis Phrafe, which our Author affefts, viss 
Tbi Water of tbg Word, witfe Ws late References p T^.xts that 

mentioii 
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the fTajfbing of Water by the Word. This is 
no accidental Slip of his Pen, for he repeats 
p 33* it twice again in the next Page ; and what is 
more, he tells the Vindicator^ that he might 
P'3»- as well fay,, that Si Peter fpake of material 
Milky when he faid, Ai new-bom Babes dejire 
the Jincere Milk of the Wordy as take St Paul 
here to befpeaking of material Water. So that 
he manifeftly has efpoufed a Notion, that as St 
Peter fpoke of the Milk of the. Wordy fo St 
Paul did of the Water of the Word. But a$ 
this latter is his own Text, he himfelf is the 
propercft Perfon to comment upon it. 
XXX vi. 22, ^s to the Quotation out of Ezekid'\ why 
27! * ' St Paul fhould rather be thought to allude to 

this 

mentioD iinfing Watery one would be apt to imagine tliat he liad 
taken up with fome Notions like chofe of the FauUctansol oldf 
who, according to Euthymius (Pampliay Par, 2. Tit^ 2C. ^. 4S ) 
.though they really rejedled and defpifed Baptifm with Water* 
yet they pretended to receive it. But that was only with a de- 
ceitful Equivocation ; for they maintained that the Word of tU 
G^/was Bapdfm, becaufe our Lord faid Ega^Jum Jfua Fivai 
I ahi the Living Water. See BkighamV Ant. B9ok 4. 

» vcr. 25. Then *will I fprinkle clean Water upon you^ ami ye 

Jhall he dean: from all yo^r' Filthine/s, and from all jour Idols t 

Kvill I cleanfe you. And a nrw Heart alfo 'will I gi've you^ and a 

fie^ Spirit ivill I put 'within you—---'''-^ And I 'will put MT 

'Spirit within you. 
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this Prophecy than to the Rite of Chriftiaa 
Baptifm, he doth i>ot tell vfs^ or why it may 
not be faid, that he alluded both to this Pr^.o- 
phecy, and to Baptifm too, heicanoiot (hew 
us. For the Prophet's Expreflionis takea 
from the legal Purifications, which were by 
Sprinkling with Water t^ontbeUncIemty as well, 
as by Wafhing^. And denotes likewilp thie 
Sacrament of Baptifm. under the Gofpd-Dil- 
penfation ; by which tf ue Believers are clean* 
fed from their Sins, and fondified in their 
Perfons ^ So that this Paflage out of Ezekiel 
affords no Colour for a Pretence, that St Paul 
had not the material Water of Baptijm in his 
Eye when he wrote thefe Words loth^Epbe- 
fans. Nor will any one be eafily perfuaded ^P^- ^• 
to underlland this Place as our Author does, 
but fuch a one as reads the Words as he does, 
Water of the Wordy inflead of Wajhing of 
Water by the Word, 

Nor is he more fuccefsful in his other Ob- 
fervation upon the fourth and laft Text that 
the Vindicator had referred to, viz.Heb. x. 22. 

I 4 Having 

. k Nomb. vm 7. and xix. 13, 18. 19, 10, 21. 

' « See Lowtb upon Ewk, xxxvi. vcr. 25. And Mr D^jfffigttft 

^yftery ofAnabaftifm Vnmajk^d. 8vQ. Lond. 1709, p. 95. 
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Having our Hearts fprinkkd from an evil Con* 
fcience^ and our Bodies moajhed nmib pure 
Water. 

Here is a mantfeft Alluiion to the Methods 
appointed in the Mofaical Law for the Purifi* 
cation of the Unclean from Ceren^onial Defile- 
ments J which were, by fprinkling of Bloody 
and of Water ; and bathing or nvajhing of the 
Body with Water ^ Lev. xvi. Num. xix. By the 
fprinkling of the Blcod of the Sin-Offering 
before the Mercy-Seat, the People were made 
ckdn from their SinSy Lev. xvi. 30. To this 
^he Apoftle alludes, Having therefore^ Brethren^ 
Boldnefs to enter into the Holiejl by the Blood of 

Jefus let US draw near having our 

Hearts fprinkled from an evil Confcience. And 
he makes the like Allufidn in a parallel"^ 
Paffage in the Chapter before. And as by the 
fprinkling of our Hearts the Apoftle exprefle$ 
the inward Sandification or cleanfing of our 
Souls from Sin by the Blood of Chrift (in 

which 

•» Heh. ix. 13, 14. For if the Blood of Bulls and of Goatt^ 
and the Aihes of an Hciitx fprinkling the Unclean fanaifetb to 
the purifying of the Fltjh^ how much more ihall the Blood Of 
Chrift, who through the eternal Spirit piFered himfelf without 
Spot unto God> p^rge ^oqr ConfcUnc^ from dead Works to^ferye 
the Living God, 
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which both the Author of the Flail and the 
Vindicator do agree) fo by the having our Bo-- 
dies wajhed with pure Water he expreffes the. 
outward Means or Sign of that internal Purity^ 
%iz. Baptifm and pure Water; pure on Account 
of the Analogy ^ that it mzy the more fitly, 
reprcfent the inward EfFedls, of which it i» 
the Symbol and the Pledge. No, fays our 
Author, by pure Water ^ in this Place, we. areip- 3f- 
to under/land that pure Water ^ of Life^^ dear ai 
Cbryftah which John the Divine faiv proceeds 
ing out of the Throne of God and the Lamb. 
Surely he could have no other Reafon for this 
Imagination, than that in all the Scriptures he 
could not find St Paul's very Expreffion of 
pure Water ^ but in the Revelations, where St 
John comes very near it, a pure River of Wa^ 
ter ; which ftruck his Fancy fo ftrongly, that 
he forgot that St Paul was fpeaking of an Ab- 
lution pertaining to this Life, St John of a 
Circumftance of the New Jerufakm ; the one 
of a thing that was over and paffed, the other 
of fomething future in the World to come. 

Yet 

■ See Foffius de Baptifino, Difp. \ . Thcfi^4. 

^ Re^, xxii. i. And he (hewed me a purt Rivtr of JFater, 
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Yet he is {6 fure of its being a juft Expo- 
'•'*• fitioa and a clear Cafe^ ih^Lt he is willing to leave 
the Decijim of it to any Clergyman in the County 
of Northumberland, except the Vindicator: 
This had been a bold Step indeed, if he had 
not immediately withdrawn his Appeal^ and 
fetra(aed it by a Provifoy tbatfucb Clergyman 
Jhall give us bis Tbougbts and Opinion as fairly 
•^ and candidly as tbe Author of the Sermon preach- 
ed at Derby, Sept. 20. 1730. has done upon 
ibis Head. That is, if he will deliver his 
Opinion in fucha manner that the fakers 
ftiay fancy him to be one of the Brotherhood^ 
find cite him as their AdvocMe. For fuch doth 
Ihe Preacher of this Sermon appear to be from 
fhofe Paffages that are cited in the Flail. But 
knowing what a defperate Hand our Author 
has at quoting, and being warned by the Fate 
©f Bifliop Taylory not only to pity all Writers 
out of whom he makes Excerpts, but to fuf- 
pend Judgment concerning them, till we are 
afiured he has not mal-traited them, we ihall 
forbear all Cenfure, as well as all Defence of 
the faid Preacher at Derbyy till we have Op- 
portunity of knowing how his Paffages lie, 
and whether he be fairly ufed or no. 

CHAP. 
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CHAP. m. 

Reply to the Remainder of Ctap. 11. in the 
Flail, (ind to Chap. III. tn the fame. 

S E c T. I. 

TH E Author of the Flail, p. 38. paffcs 
on to the Vindicators third and laft 
Paragraph. Where he remarks, that the 
Vindicator has^ faid no more than Mr Leflie 
had faid before him. However, he is obli-^ 
ged to the Vindicator for referring to IVfr 
Lejlie 5 otherwife he had not known perhaps 
that both made ufe of the fame Expofition of 
the Word Baptize. The more TeftinMnies 
one can producfe from good Writings, who 
h^ve agreed in the Interpretation of any PaC- 
fage, and in their Reafons for it, the greater the 
AiKhority of fuch Interpretation, fofar as hu- 
man Authority goes. And the Vindicator 
could have (hewn this Expofition that he gare^ 
to have been commonly approved by the beft 
Authors from the earlieft Times of Chrifti- 
anity 5 and fo of moft, or all the other Texts 
he hath made ufe of 5 whereas our Author 

can 
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can go no higher for the Arguments and Ex- 
pofitions which he borrows, than 1650; unlefs 
he have Learning enough to difcover that fome 
of them are the fame that were urged by the 
ancient JSereticks that rejeded Watcr-Bap- 
tifm. 

His Bufinefs in the Remainder of this fe- 
cond Chapter, and in that which follows, is 
to {hew us the true Way of expounding MatU 
xxviii. 19. which it feems the Water-^Baptifts 
for want of knowing the Ruks^ of true Inter- 
pretation and Con/irtiBim^ have widely mifta* 
ken. And here we ihall fee whether he hath 
a better hand at building up, than he has in 
pulling down, 
f . S«- He lays his Foundation thus : ** That the true 

." SenfeoftbefFordBz^ze /« Matt, xxviii* 19. 
** is better underjlood by comparing the feverd 
" Placei in the Evangelijis where the Word is 
" ufed^ asfpoken by Chriji^ than by looking into 
** the Derivation of the Greek;" that hj the 
Senfe of the Greek: for the Vindicator had 
.only faid that baptize was a Greek Word that 
iignified to wajh^ and this is the cuftomary 
and obvious Senfe of it whenever it is ufed 
literally in the Evangelifts. But, according to 

our 



Protest AM !• Flail. 125 

our Author, without- regarding tho true S^nfi 
or Meanmg of the Wdrd^ itfelf, we muft find 
out Chrift's Meaning^.hy comparing the Places 
where he has ufed the Word.- But unlefs we 
know the Meaning of the Word itfelf, either 
by its Derivation, or its Ufage by the ^ Greek 
Writers^ efpecially the facred ones, ho.w (hall 
we know what Chrift meant by it in any of 
the Places where he has ufed' it? Or how 
(hall we know when he intended to ufe it h'te^ 
rally ^'^nd vrhch^gurativeiy } fot that i^ the 
very Point in Difpute ? ; 1 . 

However, upon this Foundation our Author 
begins his Superftrufture : *^ [As fbis^ fays he, p. 38. 
•* is the beji and fnoji certain nvay of knthm^ 
«* what Sehfe and Signijication Chriji ufed the 
«* ^r^ Baptize, me Jhall lay beft^e our Rea-* 
«* ders the feveralPlactsin Scripture where Chriji 
«* isfaid to have ufed it'' And then he cites 
Matt J XX. 20 P. with its parallel Place, Mark. 

X. 35. 

P Then came to him the Mother of Zikdtii Children, {^r. . 
-Are ye able to drink of the Cup that I ihall drink of 



and be baptized withi the. BapH/m that I am hepHxid with \ 
». ■■Ye (hall ii^deed drink of my Cup; and be baffizidm^ 
the Bapitfm that I U^bf^tiztd viiik, Utc. 



fZ^ . A Kztvx U. the 

X. 35. aad Rlfo J^«^xiK |d,?.. la all which 
places Chrift ufcs thp Wgri Baptize in a'figU' 
irativc Senftj, 4f noting Sufdrifigsfor tteJr^k 
Sake, ftncleaHed>yti?eafhftolro«rt, the fi(?j^ 
tjfm cfS^d, Ne^tt; li« quotes' ^<§?^ u 5'. 
.where our I^ord meqtUo^f th^ Baptifm ^th 

p. 39- the Holy Qh^:^ . In tbefe JPhp^^ (fays he).;f//j 

. ^dent that Chrift tffed Bzpuze/in afigufatj^ 

^fnfe. We grapt it y becaufc the Word3 ¥^ the 

Context o1;^lige us to und^rfbnd it %unitiyely. 

p. 39* " There are, fays he, in all thf four EvangeHfis 

p. 39. " ^^ ^w^ P/tfr^i more\ Matt» xxviii/ 19. ^V 
." f^f parallel Place, MarJc xvi. i6f «f&^r^ 

p. 40. « Chrift ufedtbe Ward^ and whoever therefore 
' ^' ^^i^i^ r^i;^^^ uuderftand in "what Senfe the 
*^ ^/J-i /A^ Word Baptize in thofe Placet^ thy 
.'* heiffg loft /poke by him, ^u^ht t0 cptftdfT^ 
^ what Senfe he ufed it in thefi^e^ing l^iacei* 
" Now it mufi he granted, that in theforegoi% 
^ Places be ufed it altogether in a Jiguratim 

Senfe. 
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t Bat I have a BapHfm to be baptifui waik^ and how am I 
ibraitMed tSl it b^ acfipmplHb^ ? ^ 

^Jdm txx&Y J^^tiia^ widi Water ; bat yz ft|iU hih^dUsii 
with tibe ikiy iafaoft not nan^ Dafrs heme. 

f BaptisMig x\MBk in (he Name o^ the Father, and of the SeOi 
and of the Holy Ghoa.'-r-*~He (hatMievelhaiid.isi^'- 
fi^i/ ihall be faved. 
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" Senfe. Therefore it is moji rational to conclude^ 
" tbat he alfo ujed the Words in a figurativf, 
« Senje in Matt, xxviii. j«^ Mark xvL" 

This is his Argument truly ftated. For as 
to the Guard that ho puts in agaiaft a Diffi^ 
culty that he forefaw, by telling us that h^ 
confiders only thofe Paffages^ *? in wbickf^*^* 
« CbrsJ applied the W&rds Baptize tf/i^/Baptifmi 
*« either to bimfelfand his Difcipks together^ or 
<< to them tmly^ it is a trifling Limitation, when 
we are confidering in what Senfe our Lord 
ufed thofe Words ; which caAnot be known 
without conlidering all the Places where h« 
ufed them. And it is a Limkation tbat de« 
ftroys our Author's own Argument* For h^ 
excludes by it thpfe very Texts that arCLltt 
Difpute, Matt, xxviti. 19. and ,Afcrjt xvi, id. 
And is forced to . own as much him&lf. For 
having faid, p. 59. ^ Tbat in aUthefour Evar^ 
" gf^^ tb^re jore but tbefe two Places mm 
*' niohere Chrifi ufed the Word by appfying.it to 
^^ bis Difcipks \ and having iaid^ p. 40. that 
tbefe two Places are the only remaining Texts 
to be found in Scripture ^ in which Chri/i 
ufing the Words Baptize and B^xiftn, applied 
^\ them either to bimfelfand his Difciples together^ 

or 
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br to (hm only ;'* fubjoins before he cotnes to 
r 40- a full Stop, that " he applied the Word tofuch 
" as Jhmld be taught by bis Apojlles in Matt. 
** xxviii. i(). and he applied it to fuch asJhouU 
*^ believe in Mark xvi. 16." When he can 
reconcile the latter Part of this Period, or Sen- 
'" tence, with thfe former, we will fabfcribc to 
all his bbfervations upon the Ufe of this 
Word. 

' In the inean time, by -fetting '^fidc his^^- 
jpertinent Limitation, we quite alter the Face 
of his Argument. And whereas in the Man- 
ner he had -contrived to put it, it appeared, 
that Chrift had never the Word Baptifm but 
in two Senfes, and both of thofe figurative^ 
Viz. Baptifm of Sufferings, and Baptifm of tk 
Boly Gbofl : We can now aflert, that he ufcd 
it in two other SenfeSy and^hoth^of thofe Ufernl 
mz. Baptifm oi Johny Matt.ocxi;:25. with the 
-parallel Places, Mark xi. 30. Luke xx. 4. 
vAnd the wajhing. of. Pots and Cups, ^AitUcfti; 
XirZv Ml volv^itavy the Baptifm 6f Pots and Cups, 
Mark vii. 8. We call thefe two different' Sen- 
fes of the Word, becaiife the. former is com- 
monly fuppQfed to have been performed by 

Jmmerfun 
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tmrnerfion, ,and the other by Sprinkling ^ And 
they arc both, though literal, as evidently 
diftinguiftiable fronii th.c Water-Baptifm among 
Chriftians, as the Figurative-Baptifms mentio- 
ned above are. 

NoW let us fee how the Argument (lands. 
Chrift hath ufed the Words Baptize and Bap^ 
tifm in ^iwo difiinSl. figurative Senfes. He hath 
alfo ufed them in t^m diJIinSi literal Senjes. 
Aoft)rding to our Author, " If we would under- p^ ^o. 
^^ fiand rightly in what Senfe be ufes the Word 
** in Matt, xxviii. and Mark xvi. they being lafi 
'* fpoke by Um^ ought to. confider in what Senfe 
** he ufed it in the foregoing Places'' Agreed. 

But as it is ufed in the foregoing Places 
fometimes^ttr^z//Wi^, fometimes /rV^r^z//)^, by. 
what Rule muft we proceed in making our 
Choice either of the literal^ or figurative 
Senfe ? Our Author fays, that " hy the known f. 40. 
" Rules of Interpretation and ConftraSlion^ nd 
•* one is at Liberty to interpret the Word Bap- 
" tize in a literal Senfe y which Chrifl had con* 
" fiantly^ at all other Tifnes, ufed in a figura* 
'* five Senfe.*' We have fhewn thi^ to be a 
. Vol, II. K Miftakc 

t See the Reafons for this in the Difina^of Baptifm wth 
fTatir, and Infant 'Baf tifm aftrtid* 
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Miilakc^that Chrift cdnftantly ufcd the Word 
^. But if he had done it» ftill the Rule is ai 
felfe one ; for we fay, ovk the contrary, that 
k is a knowa Rule of true Interpretation and 
Confl;ru<aion^ that no one is at Liberty to inier-^ 
fret the Word Baptise (or any Word) in a 
figurative Senfe^ nahere it will eajily bear to be 
underjhod: in a literal Senje^ And we are wil- 
ling to take it in either, or both thofe literal 
Senfes in which Chrift ufed it, that is to fay> 
as it mfiy be underftood to comprehend both ^ 
hnmerjiony as in John*s Water-Baptifm y and 
Afperfiortj as ia the Baptifm o£ Fot& and Cups^, 
Mark vii. 8v 

. But let lis take our Awtb!?r in his own Way j 
and argue, the Point upon thofe Texts only 
which he hath produced. -We obferve, that 
in our Lord's Difcourfe wifth the Mother of 
- Zebedees Chiklren„ Matt.ix. and in ethei 
' Places wher« he hath figuratively called a 
State of Sufferings for the Truth Baptifm^ he 
bath ufed the Words^ Baptize and Baptifm in 
this Senfe no lets than twelve or fourteen 
Times. But he bath only ufed it m(^ in the 
^ti figurative ScnfQ relating to the fi&^ Ghoft^ 
AiSs i. 5, Now in which of thefe two figu- 

' rativi 
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rative Senfes are wc to underftand ^thcfe tw6 
laft Texte where the Word occurs, and which 
muft be expounded by the foregoing Places? 
In that Senfe in which he hath ufed it fourteen 
Times, or in that Senfe in which he hath 
ufed it but once? Our Author fayj, in that 
Senfe in which it is but once ufed by our Sa- 
viour. But then Query, Why muft two Faf- 
fagcs, in which no Figure appears, be inteiv 
preted after one Paffage which is raanifeftly 
figurative ? Efpecially fince that one Paffage 
contains a peculiar Promife to particular Per- 
fons to be fuelled within a few Days ; an4 
fince in that one Paffage our Lord not only 
u£bs the Word Baptifm figjiratively, but alfo 
literally ; John truly bapti:^fid with fFater^ but 
yejhall be bafiized with the Holy Gboft^ not ma* 
ny Days hence. Since this is the only Place in 
the Bible where our Lord himfelf ufeth thefe 
'Very Expreflions Baptifm with Water ^ or Bap-^ 
tifm with the Spirit^ v/\xy muii Baptifm^ v/hen 
it ftands alone,, as in Matt, xxviii. be underr 
flood rather of a Baptifm with the Spirit, than 
of a Baptifm with Water ? Or, by what 
Rule of Interpretation, is. our Author ajt Liber- 
ty- to ipt^pret the Word Baptize in a figura- 

K 2 ^ tiv9 



thrc Scn£:, purely from thfc Authority of a 
Paflage, in which Chrift has alfo ufed the 
Word in a literal Scnfe? For as to all his 
other Reafons for this Interpretation, they have 
no Place in this prefent Argument of hisj 
which is wholly concerning CbriJTs Ufage of the 
Word Baptize* 

But laftly, to convince him, if poffible, 
that this Rule of his will by no means ftand 
good, let us try it by fome other Word occa* 
fionally ufed by our Saviour. We will take, 
for uiftance, the Word Cupy which occurs in 
one of his Quotations along with^Baptifm, and 
which alfo is a Word ufed in the Inftitution 
of the other Sacrament : And fo may be deem- 
ed a* parallel Inftancc. 

Chrift faith, Matt. xx. 22. Af'e ye able tt^ 

drink of the Cup that IJhall drirtk of? Te 

fhall indeed drink of my Cup. And fo again 
in Markx. 

He faith, Aftf/Z. xxvl. 39. O my Father ^ if 
it bepojjibley let this Cap pafs from me. See the 
like Ufe of the Word Matt. xxvi. 42. Mark 
xiv. 36. Luke xxii. 42. John xvixi. 11. In all 
which Places (to ufe our Author's ow^n Wdf ds) 
' it hdng evident that Chrijt ufed rhe-fFord^Cap 
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in XI figurative Senfe^ and there being in att the 
four Evangelijis but two Places more where Cbrifi 
ufed the Wordj by applying it to bis DifcipleSj if 
<mly remains to enquire in what Senje he there 
4ifes the Woird. 

Mark ix. 4 1 . Whofoever JhaR give you a Cup 
0f Water to drink in my Name^ &c, 

Luke xxii. 20. "This Cup is the New Tejlament 
€f n^ EJood. 

Thcfc two Places (to proceed in our Author's 

own Exprcffions) being the only remaining Texts 

to be found in Scripture in which Chriji ufing the 

Word Cup applied it either to bimfelf and his 

Difcipks together y or to them only : Whofoever 

therefore would rightly underjiand in what Senfe 

be ufes the Word Cup in thefe Places^ ought fo 

confider in what Senfe he ufed it in the foregoing 

Places. Now it mufi be granted^ that when 

Chrifl applied the Wdrd Cup to himfelf and to 

Zebedee'y Childrenj that he ufed the Word alto^ 

gether in a figurative Senfe ; and alfo when he 

applied it to bis own Sufferings arijd Paffion in 

the Garden of Getkfemane. We think it there^ - 

fore mojl rational to conclude ^ that he alfo ufed 

the Word in a figurative Senfe (that is, for a 

State of Suffbrings jind Faffiop, fqj: he had 

K 3 ufed 
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Ufcd it tonftdntly in thisScnfc) in thcfe Texts 
alfo, Wix^oever Jhall give you 4 Cup of Water ^ 
«id, Ti&n Cup is the New ^ejiament in my 
Blood, . For by the known Rules of true Inter- 
pretation and ConfiruSliony no one is at Liberty 
to interpret the fTord Cnp in a Ifterdl Senfe^ 
nvbicb Cbrifi had conftantly^ at all other llmes^ 
fifed in a figurative Senfe. 

How ftrangely have all former Expofitors 
pi Scripture (being deceived, as it feems, and 
blinded by their AcadcnaJcal Learning) mif- 
fed the Rules of true hiterpretation andCcnftruCr 
tion ! Cpmc and learn df our Author, all ye 
who would be Criticks in Lwguagc. 

S E c T. 11- 

P-4t' T T I S next Obfervation is, « IFt think it 

X A " very abfurd and amtradisiory to found 

** Senfe to interpret the Words of Gbrifiy Mark 

^ xvi. 1 6. Vie that beUiveth and is baptized. 

" JloaU be f(j^edy of Wafcer-Baptifm j for then 

Aa$vm. M If i^ould fplhwy that Simon the Sorcerer 

^' was in a State of Solvation, though the Scrip- 

i** ture ((ffirmsy that his Heart was not Right in 

f' the Sight of God. . But the Baptifm which 

■ ' *" Chri/l 
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^ Cbriji there jpeeki of^ m^ certainly is the 
^ Baptifm tbatfavetb ; ymt the putting awty. tik 
*« Ffti ^f ife fkjhy but the Anfmar (f a good 
'^ Cmfcience itmards God; a I^t^iil; « k 

A« the Expreffion, ^J^/ag- in a State f>f SaU 
^ation^ hath a tWQH&Id, Meaning,. our Author 
<^ould h!ave tqld w ift>9rhich of the two Sen« 
<C6 he:4ipplicjB « to S«tor 1^ Sorcerer y ^nd then 
our Anfwer might have 'been fufiv^ient to conr 
£ute hifll But ti he hath not declared his 
particular Meaning herein, we are under % 
JfcctS&ff bi replying to his ObjoiStion in both 
Senfes.of the Phrafit* 

Add firft, if he means that the Scripture 
reprefents Simon the Sf^rcerer to be 'Stit of k 
Stdterf Salvation J in fuch Senfa, that it wae 
not poffil^le for him to obtain Forglvenefs an4 
Salvation by Reperitance, then hortr will he 
eccouiit for urhat St Fekr faid to hini on this 
Occafion, Repent there/ire of this thy Wicked- Aets va. 
nefs^ ani pray God if perhaps the 'Thought qf^^* 
thine Heart may befotgiipen thee. He was fb 
iRrell aware that this Exhortation to Simm 
would fpcril his Remark in this Senfe of State 
^ Sahationy ttat he takes Care to fupprefs 
thefc Words in the very Middle of the'Qu6^P-4«i 

K 4 tauou 
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tatlon of St Prf^'s Anfwcr to Simon. And 
indeed he was under a Temptation to difguife 
this Circumftance upon another Account ; for 
admitting that Simon the Sorcerer was capable, 
. -through Repentance, of Forgivcnefs, and con- 
fequently of Salvation, he was fo by Virtue of 
his Faith and Water-Baptifna, without the 
Baptiim of the Holy Ghoft, which St Peter 
denied hinik . 

But, fecondly, if he only means thzt Simon 
was at that Time out of y^ State of Salvation 
becaufe of his Crimes yet unrcpentcd of^ and bii 
Heart not being right in the Sight of God^ 
we acknowledge it true: But thea we bbferye 
that this n>ak:es nothing againft the BufiHeis id 
hand, which is Water-Baptifm.* F6r we fay, 
as St Petef did \n the other Place cited, that the 
Baptijm which favetb is not the putting away 
the Blth of the Flejhy is not the outward Wa(h* 
ing ot Sign ifi Baptifm, but the Anfvoer of a 
good Confcience towards God, At\d\ confe- 
/quently> we agree with our Author, that the 
^aptifna which Chrifl: fpeaks of, Mark xvi. 
16. is the fame with that which St Peter 
^fpeaks X)f in his firftEpiftle, Chap. iii. ver. 21. 
]^cithcrpf th?nj being the Baptifm of th^ Jfoly 

Ghoft 
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4Sh6tt promifed fay Chrift^ ./iBs i. ^. but both 
of them being the fame Baptifm that was inr 
ilitatedf by Cbrift: according' to 7^tf:xxvm. 
J.9*^ How then doth the Ine^acy of JTater^Vi^^ 
Baptifm^ io procure any Man or Woman* s Sal^ 
vatioM^ apjkar from either of the£b Texts? 
Efen the external Ablation, or pUtiing away , 
the Filth of the ¥kjh\ isfojar cfiicacious ti^ 
the\'putting both. Men and. Womea into a • * ' 
State of Salvation, as; it is nec^flary to tHbir 
Admittance into that Covenant ^th God, out 
•of which there . is. no' Salvation* • They who * - 
JWQuld give it*any:other Sort of Efficacy thiaia 
-whittonay be a(cribe^ fo an inlHttxtftd Meians;^ 
made ncceilary to the Attainment of an End, 
jgo farther than, they can warrant*. And they 
who hol,4 it upniscefTary, as a Means^ and rcr 
jedt it purely becaufe it is Outward, and hath 
Refpea unto the'Flcfh, put f rim them tbe^^^SL 
^fVfir4 of God ^ aijid make tke Commandment ofMs^ttixw^ 

. Chrift^- 



,• upon thjU Text of St Pffgr, fee L^ii$ Di<v InJI eflF^ 
Bapt. Sea. 8. -G. Ktiib^z Arg. againft Baft, and thi lord's Sup* 
per anjhjuerid^ Se£i. 3. Dr Binntt^% ConfutatioM 0/ ^uaiirj/m^ 
f, 24. and others. 



IjS • Jl R«*XT.ft the 1 

fi(mi\ . • ...''' •::..: 

, Oar Att(hQr has foac fn6re:Ob%tesk»}os in 
' diifr HifliFMy of the Sk»^<M 
he lays dovf n in order te make a Conldti^ 
from them/; The. JSamariimis had faec;ii hap^ 
tbcd with Water, hvt they had not recehrcd the 
Hdy Ghidftx for sujitj^ yuHfalktf t^m^mm 

Ads ▼in. pfttbem. ♦ - fluVthe Apoftfas coming from Jeru- 
fakniy frmyidfor tban^ and laid their Hands A 
iheff^, ahditbey received ib^^Holy Gbo^.. . 

IP* 4^* c Now /l^ Remxdhg tberiMy iaiq/l was^Mcv^ 
ding to Petdr^^ BtterpretbtiaWy'.a^ ieingljt^ 
fsedwitbik,HfilyGSa/i,Aet&^ WciB^km 

^ ^ •* After all their Exoepdoiu sgaunftoatw^d.In^itntiooi, 
*•• the Qgakcrsdo as eagerly promote Cearj^e Fox*sltiKLt^6m 
fi about ovtviabd.Tlitiigst as cliey^ lUkte to t3irow;dikva tHe 
'•^ oatwaldlQfijpO^onf ol Chrift."^ Gg^e f[^"ii j^. iftU 
•^ 2uak. anjkver^df SeS. 6. • .. : ^ - 5 

John'Gretton, In one of his Pieces*, lays the Fowidation tf 
Jus Argument againft Water-Baptifm in this Text, HeB, vi. i. 
Leaving tbi FHndpUs rf the Doarine of Chrift^ let ns ^ 
0» to Ferfeaien. From the Word Leavings he infers, that Ifattf 
Baftifm is to be hftoff^ as a firft Principle, And by the fame 
^ay of Arguing £he Quakers miy get rid of uttthe Printi^i 
\X the Chnftian Religion. 

* This Book is endtled, John Sapttjt decteajingy firft pnbb'fhei 
fome Years fince, bat reprinted in 1 697, See this A^copnt ill 
Geo, K£itb\ Arg. of ^b, Anfm. 
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alltliis. Whaf follows? J^ fays hc,>o« 
5'/ PeterV InterpremiWy its 'wdf as from 
the Concern which the Apo/iUs' bad that -the Sama- 
ritans might receive the Hoiy ObS^ thwgb tbef 
were baptized with Watery We concluD* 
the Bapiifm tf the Hd/y Gboji, and not Water- 
B^^tijkiy was that nvbicb Cbr^'fpah <f MiSJl, 
gcxviii. 19. and Mark xvi. 16. Suppofe we 
v^efe to ^nfwer thus. (makmg.tife;jQf the faiiae 
Premtfes to bring ©at aqqitc contrary Coh- 
cli^fion:) B\xt.Jrofn'SePeitcf'sInt8i^preeatientds :. i 
(weil as from the- fimcern that Ix -had that Con- 
nefias, and the6B»^/&CoitveiaU«ttbhiin,7»]g£r 
jreceiiie Water-B^lhi» tha^bclfyy niere already 
baptized vfitb the Holy GboJ^ ¥rE coNCtuD^ 
that Wzt^r'^pt3&cit\attd/i(^ ^Bapdfin of the 
Holy Qhoft, was that which Chriji Jpuke ^ 
Mac^ xxviil. 19; WMark xvi.* 16." This Con* c ; , 
^lui^n is every wj^it ap good a^Jbia. Nay, 'it 
i€ the more warrantable. ' F^' St "Beter inCfls 
ppon the Water-Baptifni gft^r ^ |ioly Gboft 
had fallen upon the Converts, as neceffar^^ 9xA 
\yj "all nieans to be adtniniAer'd;. j^But in the 
Caie of the Samaritan Copvort6» ^re doth 
pot appear the like Keceffity that they ihouM 
))e endowed with the eictraordioary Gifts of 

the 



the fpirit* St Peter in the ofte Cafe commanM 

Water-Baptifm to be adminifter'd^' In die 

other Cafe he only prayed that they might be 

endowed with thofe Gifts. The one he M 

by Authority and Commiffion^ as a Thing in- 

difpenfible. The other hcjhtigbtfor by Prayer^ 

as ^ Thing highly expedient, and tending 

to the Edification of the Church. If Watcr- 

;Baptifm be therefore the Baptifm which is 

•ftridly and indifpenfibly neceffary, and there 

jp. 57: as but one Baptifm ; then Water-Bapdfm, and 

not Baptifm with the Spirit (meaning theex- 

trabrdinaryrEffUfions of it, as all along under- 

'ilood in this Cohtroverfy) is the One Baptifm 

for all Nations in Matt, xxvnu 19. and the 

Baptifm by which Believers are faroed in Mori 

"xvi. 16. 

p. 43. " But/ fays he, p. 43. 3y taking Matt xxviii. 

19. ^;7ii Mark xvi. 16. /^ be Jpoken of the 

Baptifm of the Holy Ghoft, and not Water- 

Baptifm, feveral abfurd Confequences are^avoi- 

*• did. 

• ** For is it not veryftrange^ fays he, and ah- 
** furd for any to affirm that Chrift by theje 
** fTords infiituted Watcr-Baptifm in the Room 
** of Circumcifion V\ If this indeed (hould be 

affirmed 
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affirmed as a necefTary Conlequence from thefe 
Texts alone, it might perhaps fccm ftrange* 
But it is no dired Confequence from them. 
Neither is it in its felf an abfurd Pofition. For 
if there be other ReafonsJ^ for faying that 
Water-Baptifm came in the Room of Circum- 
cifion, oxfucceededitj as many learned Meii 
have exprefled themielves, why may it not be 
faid? or, what lias our Author to objeft 
againft it? Yes, he thinks it ^^ firange attJP'4ii 
c' abfurd that Chrifi fticuld aboUJb one Ceremony 
« cf no moral Efficacy ^ and injiitute another in 
«« the Place of it, that neither reSlifies the Mind; 
<^ nor purges the Confcience." Bat here he con^ 
iiders not that Circumcifion had a pofitive E0^ 
tacy ^ and he confiders only the Sign in Bap- 
tifm> or the outward Wafhing, abftraded 
from die internal Effe(^ of it in all worthy 
Receivers. And this, we think, is a ftrange 
and abfurd Way of reprefenting either the 
one .or the other. But he goes on, ^* Ifyw isjf. 43^^ 
1* if poffible to conceive^ that baptizing a Perfih 
" wtbWaterfhallput him into a State of Sain 
^^ nation f]''^ ^ )xi^ as pbflible as :6o conceive^ 

.J .'■ • s'.. I./:..: , ..that 

. 7 yi^ SiUiM. diSjmiriis Vit. Ehr^orum^ L I. €.3. 
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that a Perfon wilfully rcjeding Baptiib (hall 
Qot be put into a 8tate of Salvation i or that a 
Man-child of the Seed, of jiirahai^, wjio 
was not circumcifcd, JbouU be cut off from bit 
Bto, xvu. Pedflet Butj l^e adds> *' How can it render kim 
^^ «' ever the lame ifccepfnkk t$>Go4i 'fvbo looks m* 

^•4j. cc fy at the Heart and Frame ef the Mind? 
Bot the Heart and Frame of the Mind is con- 
cerned in all Inftancee of Obedience or Difo 
bedience to the divine Commands. And 
though the Matter of thofe Commands be in 
its own Nature indiffereta^ yet the Obligation 
to perform them is «r^/"tf/; and r^W(?r^ the Per- 
former the more acceptable in the Sight of God) 
and the Negledier of them the more odjbus* 
- And thefe now are hisfcverd abfurd Qonji^ 
queiwa that follow upon Water^-Bap^fm^ 
^43- •* Wb&reas^ iays hr, if we take tbefi Words 0/ 
«< Okri/ij He that believeth and h baptized 
^^ ihall be faved,. but he that believeth not Hiall 
.;> ^ «* be damned^ /to befpoken of the Baptijm ^tht 
ff HolyGhofi^jitdtbtpHrifyingVJrtueofit^ n§ 
jH^urdityfilkm:"^ ... 

/ Yes, iucely- i. The bterpreting this Text 
Inhere baptize may be underflood literally, by 
another, JlSls i. 5. where it is confcflcdly fi- 



|ata£hnew' jSee ibiY/t',: whac has Ibtqi find m 
the. Be^ning of this Qu^r» Se^. j* . 

a. The. cxtendibg a Proraife t^ Chiift madtf 
Id the. ApoAlcSy and- fiilfiBed in.rthemi and 
fevetalofihefirftCcxiTertstoChriftiaQity, /# 
«// ^ef, imdt^iflh Pmptt Tf ho ily>ukl believe 
&naughont the World: CbntraiytoSkpericnco 
andFa£tr .1 . 

3 . The- making.it nqotfite to a S&te of Sal* 
Tatioa thctt Mda .and Women, be dndoWed 
with tbe'tniraenldus Gifts of Ttonguel and Pro* 
fhitey'i and decerning of Spir its» &c. bj which 
Bo Maiiljfffecait.bffnow ia a.$tate,af S^va* 
tioo. ... .1 

4. The making this Text in Mark. ifx:onfi* 
ftent widi the pataUel Text in M4tt. txtm. by 
wfakfa.it is dif edited, that aU Men 0iould 1m» 
Aapiizal ia.dk. Namr of Father., Sont^ snd Uoly 
&iq/L. .Wirieh.Direaion was fc41oWed in all 
the W4Ui;fBaptiiins of CbriiHan Converts that 
weretid of in Serq>tuiie, but was. ix> Part of 
the Bapdfm of Uie Holy Qhoft in any one In'< 
fiance dieteisoorded. „ ..'...•;. . 1 ' ; 

To the&iWe may add onslAUbrditytlxore^' 
in ouf Aitdior'« own Way';>f RiSaibiiing; ; ife 
baa bae»pi^dlE»g faith«r(<i for ^Ba^ttfn^ ^ 

the > 



the JEblyGbofti as being the Baptifm mentioned 

in Ms//, xxviii. Markx^u and explaining it 

by A^s u 5. and x. 44. and xi. i^. and viii. 

15, ijy 19. where it fignifies the extraotdi-^ 

nary Gifts of the Holy Ghoft conferred upon 

the Apoftles^ and many others whom, they 

converted by their Preaching, or confirmed 

* by their Prayers, or the Impofidon of their 

Hands* . Bdt now ' all of a iudden he (bifts 

his hand^ and ihuffles another Kind of Baptifm 

with the Holy Ghoft in the Room of: that he 

had been talking of> ^nd explains it by the p" 

rifying Virtue that attends it; which js none 

other than the internal Grace and EiFeftof Wa< 

ter-Baptifm duly received. And then he adds, 

r 43* *' Certain^ be that recehetb the Hbfy Gboji, ^ 

" is baptized mtb it ^ is in a State of Sahaticm 

.** tfj, tm the Cimtraryy be tbat receinietbnoty b}A 

^* re^etb the Holy Gboft, is in a State of Dm- 

" nation'* Right and true enough) if under- 

ftood of the ordinary JGmies iand Aififiances 

of the Holy Spirit > bi^it whether it.bc. fi)> if 

underftood of the miraculous Gifts of theiloly 

Ghoft, is another Queftioo; For However 

we maygraml^ that be who rem^vciitbe JJolf 

C%? (v«. tbe pMrifyii^Mrtuei of tbe^SptiU 
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las he now explains it) is in a State of Saha^ 
tion 5 yet this is neither Baptifto with the Holy 
Ghoft (which is the Baptifm he hath all along 
ai&rted, in Oppofition to that of Water) nei- 
tfiet is it ordinarily to be obtained or expeSed 
^vithout Water-Baptifm. And however we 
may grant, that be that receivetbnbt^ but rejiji'* 
etb the Holy G^g/? (that is, the ordinary Inflir- 
tnces of the Spirit, called inward and fpiriw 
tual Grace) is in a State of l^dmnation i yet- - • i 
it is not equally triie lior true at all; that every ' 
oneis in a State of Damnation^ who receivetif . v . 
notthe Baptifni of tile Holy Ghoft,^ as dlfH»- 
guifhed in Scripture from Water-Baptifm 5 or 
that refiptb thef-Baptifm of the Holy Ghoft, 
whidi it is in no Man's Power to do,^ fince 
that Baptifm hath Ibhg^ ceafed in the World. '■ 
'The Reader now is left to judge, whethfer 
it is our Interpretation of Mark' xvL 1 6, or our 
Author^s, that is chargeable with the abfurd 
CoAiequence§, .*. / 
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Sect.; III. 

AVING. fini(hed his Obfervations 

upon Mark xvi. 16. he proceeds^ ia 

his third and lafl Chapter, p. 44. to fupport 

l|is former Interpretations of the Word Name 

Litter to \ii Matt.xTCfxiu 1 9. He had faid» -/i&^/ the 

9/ Nor^ Word Name was to be taken here in afigurati'oe 

^^^!^,\:S^feforPovirer. The Findicaf or happened to 

Vtni. p. fjiy^ ^h^t this Piece of Criticifm was no better 

p. 54. {than Nonfenfe ; at which, our Author is much 

4ifpleafed| though he fliould not be fo, till 

^e hath firft of all made good ^enfe of this Con- 

ftrudion. And whereas he complains that 

-the Vindicator gave tbii .4rgumint tbeGihly^ 

and did nof yoochfafe to, confider it in his 

Anfwer, the true Reafpn of fuch Negleift may 

eafily be guefied at; nainelyi that it appeared 

Jco be an Argument (quoted by an anonymous 

Writer^ who was no ways concerned in the 

Difpute between the Letter^Writer and the 

Vindicator. But now, (ince.it appears that the 

Argument is owned, and patronized by our 

Author, we (hall give him thofe Refpedts which 

were before omitted, and confider his Defence 

of 
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of it very carefully. Atid though the VSttditd^ P- H- 
?(r 'was pleafid to oaH the fakers jir^umera 
Nonienfe, without attempting to Jhei» wherein i 
we WlU ilgrbear to make tifc of fo Jivert an 
B^fprejhfi, /while we Jhefvti tbat the VinMcu^w 
wajs hoc'iiiiftaken in the Thing* ' ' '' 

y/c owndh^i.NameiilomcAt^ tifod M 
Scrfptute £br Fi«vr.. There arc ifoftici'(and 
WfitcrcL of -.NotB too) who will not yield (b 
macb as this; Yet we^ are-ivtlUng to-ttfib^^ if. 
But thiea vce fky that the Wwd Nnme is never 
to be iiubf phdtfid of PtAver^ but when the £!):>tw 
text reqiiircs that Sdnfe «b fee pui updtf -it j 
whlch.is k&tthe^Cafe of thePalTage ih Dlfpote^ 
much leis i»ay* ic be ' intef |>rt ttd of Powet"^ 
when a tr^nifefl Force is J>ut lipon the Wordg^ 
and Violence done to the Context thirel^yj 
which'/> the Cafiof the Text in DebAte. ^ 

To b(^ze in the Nante^ is a Phrafe u(ed at 
Icaft feven Times in the Ncw^ Teftaitnen J •• 
Aadwe have fhewn before, that k gli thefe 
Places one ahd the fame Baptifm {iiz. that 
commanded in the Text)' is denoted'V'^ Now 
L 2 though* 

' Matt zxriii. 19. Afts u. 38. ^nu/viiL 16. wulx.J^^. and 
»«. 5. I Cor. i. 13. fl»i^i. 15. -• 

•Chap. 2. Seas. 
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thougiiy as has been ]\i{i fard, it i& againft al! 

Rule, to interpret iVtfwe by F^w^r in any of 

thefe. Texts where rt n(K>ft nattiFaHy beats its 

primary and literal Scnfc ; yet we will further 

Ajppofe,, for thc.pirefisnt, that the Word Name^ 

in all thefe Texts, is capable of fais Conftruc- 

tidfti and^may indifferently, figiiify Pwoer^ or 

'{Name in. its firfl: and obvious Senfej £ut then 

Wer/^y, that % iis ku^bly reafonable to ^pound 

.the y2w^\Pi&fi^//whcre. ever, it occurs in the 

famfi\ Mofmer^ L viz:/ toi . expound it always of 

•Poitterilorncrcui. Andihatitwhtghlyufirea* 

foinable .ta allov* the Word Name its proper 

s^}\\(t^Mt33^if^h\9l^^^^ but 

one^ and to interpret it by . P^fwrJnithat^ 

only, ' which is the principal Text ta which 

^aU th^^ptherp refer. .. ' . / 

Let u^ Jiow eixamine the Pdnt by this equi- 
jtfible RhIc, and fee bow our Author's Argu- 
ment vijl turn oat.L 1 . . i ;- . 
•. Gewge.Fox^ whofe Writings are the Oracles 
pi? lalt the ^aiefi, -was the Perfoa that rather 
hinted than gave -them this Interpretaticm of 
.Nameiln Matt, xxviii 19. And it is the only 
. Argument he is faid to have offered againft 
underftanding that Place of Water-Baptifin. 

.V . His 
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HisWor^ ate tht^Q^^ And (ktb not that in 
Matt, xxviii. ^ji^, Baptize Jnto the Nanle ? and 
is not that more than in the Narhet?- Next; 
Barclay zx^ Penn argue, that i fc to &o/*«,, r;?/'^ 
the Namey muft fignify ' into the Power of Father,- 
Son, and Holy Ghoft. ' Will. Penris Reafon , ! 
is, Since it is to become their Likenefsj and bear 
their Image^ which is Ublinefs \' And for thi^ 
Reafon, accqrding to them, Baptifra in this 
Text, is the Baptifm with the Holy Spirit. 

But if this Obfervationr be a jud one, then 
it will follow, that the Ccmverts at Samaria 
who were baptized by Philips uf;Ti:&o^, into^^^^'^*' 
the Name of the Lord Jcfus, were baptized 
into the Power of the Lord Jcfus. /Bat as it 
hath been already (hewn, that thefb Baptifms 
in the Name of the Lord Jcfus were the very 
fame in Point of Formy with that connnande4 
in Matt, xxviii. (fee Chap. 2. Sed. 3.) Thierei 
fore thefe Samaritans muft be undetftood t0 
have been baptized into the Powef^ not of the 
Lord Jefus only, but of the Father^ Son^ md 
L 3. '. Hofy 

• * 

*Ia hit Book, entitled, Something in 4nX'w§r to. tH Old 
CommoM'Prajer Book, Printed at London. j66o. p. 18/ 

^Defenct of Go^i-Trutbs^ againft tb^'BiJhep of CorkV Kd» 
fimt^, ^lA, 1698. p. 72. 



Sbfy Qboj^, And tj^at is» a; they.tdU w, witti 
|be Bapufm of the Holy Spirit Axid yet this 
cannot be,, for tbe Hply Ghoft Mygtwasfd^ 
Ifn vpmmwe of tbemy tmfy they wen baptized 
into the Name of the Lord Jefus. ^bm tbt 

ft^^ 4^*^ ^^ ibeir Hands on tbem, ami tbej 
received tbe Hofy Gbofi. 

The Cafe was juft the f^mc a& to thofe Con- 
verts which St Paul found at J^fhefuSj who 

ke%m. ]ja^ ffQffo jfj^^h as keardof tbe Hofy Gbojl^ and 
cortfeqaently had never been baptized with 
Chriftian 6apti^» He baptized (hem tKTo- 

^▼* ^' ttoft9h that is, according to. this Intcrpcctsy- 
tioft, with the Baptifm of tbe Holy Gkoji. And 
yet we. are told preiently after, that when ke 

vcr. 6. Sad laid bis Hands upon tbem^ the Ehfy Gbofi 
tame mi tbemj and tbey^abe with Tongues^ and 
bropbecyd. Therefore, either this Interprctar 
tion cannot be right, or they were baptized 
with the Holy Ghoft, vet. 5. in the manner 
dire<9«d. Matt, xxviii. 1 9. And were bapti- 
^d with the Holy Ghoft again, yer 6. in the 
manner promifed by Chrift, ^£ls i, 5. Will 
pur Author agree to tliis ? 

And what ihall we make ot thofe Paflages 
ajf St P^ai^ xa the Corinthians. W?rc y^ bapii- 

'T ' zed 
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xcd in the Name of Paul, i*V to w^, into thf^ ' c«'* »• 
¥(mer of Paul ? I thank God that I bapiized^^* ^' '*' 
mne oj you ha Crifpus and Gaiu^ /^ tf»/ 
Jbouldjky that I had baptized tit mi»e o^n Name j 
fii li IfiJw ovo/bbfli, into mine own Power. Had the 
Corinthians been capable of Joying., .otftsf^eSling 
thiss the Apoftle had greater R«afon ftill to 
thank God that be bad hptized Jo few of them. 

And this may fuffice to (hev^ the Abfurdity 
of this Cfkicifm upon the Phrafe into the 
Name ^. 

If our Author fhall think it to quit this 
Piftinftion made by his Brethren, between in 
^[idinto, and afTert, that tUriov9iA» means no ' ' '* 
more than » or iwlt^iyijA^lf, in the Name^ 
and fignifies and (hoald be render'd in the 
Power (for fo it is he renders it himfelf) or by p. 21, ^^ 
Virtue of the Pcrwery yet ftill thefe four Paf-^ "• 
iages above*mentioned^ even when thus under- 
4lood and rendered, will equally overturn his 
Hypothefis^ and remain eifeftual Proofs^ that 
to be baptized in the Power, 6cc. cannot mean 
L 4 fiaptifm 

d The troe Meaning •f bapfixing in or into the Nitme of 

any Perfon, may be feen in Foffius de Bapti/mo, Difp. 2 Thef. 
5. Marhrat, ^xA Mufculm» and «99lt Qf the Commentators 
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Baptifm y^xth the Holy Ghoil, for the Reafons 
juft now given. ,We mayalfo now add the 
other two Texts, ji£fs x* 48. apd ii. 3& St 
Peter commanded Corneltus and his Friends to 
be bapti«cdi h tS Mt^Ay in the Name, or in the 
Power (acclprding to our Author) of the Lord. 
But this could not be Baptifm with the Holy 
Ghoft, for that> as be himfelf obfervcs, they 
had received but juft before ; for it was the 
Reafon why they wefe alfo to bo 'baptized 
with Water. And when the fame Apoftle, 
on the Day of Pentecoft^ exhorted the Jews 
to repent and be baptized every one of them, 
A«s il. iri ricivofAoli, in the Name of Jcfus Chrift, this 
Baptifm was for the Remiffion of their Sins : 
And then he further promifes them, that they 
ihall receive the Gift of the Holy Ghoft, which 
was the Baptifm of the Spirit. 

In all thefe Inftances therefore there is a 
manifeft Diftindion between the Baptifm 
which was adminifterd with Water in the 
Name of the Lord Jefus, and the Baptifm of 
the Holy Ghoft. One was not the other. 

We fay then, to fum up this Argument, 
How comes it to pafs that, of all the Places 
where this Expreffion occurs, (3oc7rr{^uv tU W 
#v/f«i or iv^ or in\ t3 f vo/*«7*, which are no 

fewer 
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fewer tiUn fcven, it fliould in fix of them 
fignify Baptifm mitb Water ^ in\ the Name of, 
father^ Son, and Hdy Gboji^ and here, only ia 
Matt, xxviii. where the Exprcflion firft occur€,. 
and by which all the reft are|o be expounded. 
It muft needs fignify a quite different Things 
m. Baptifm with the Holy Gb^y intbe Power 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Gho/lJ For, to 
ufe JQr Bennefs Wbrds on a like Occafion, 
where he is fpeaking of the Texts relating t(^. 
the Baptifm of the Holy Ghoft. 

** If there be feven Texts in which the 
" Phrafe is found, and if the Phrafe doth 
^* evidently fignify after this manner in fix of 
^* them, I appeal to any Perfon whatfoevcr,' 
^^ whether it ought not to be fo underftood 
'* alfo in the feventh and laft, provided that 
r Senfe will fairly fult the PUce»." 

We are willing to put the whole Point 
upon this Iflue, There are fix Texts expreflly 
mentioning Baptifm with the Holy Ghoft» 
whiqh is i>ot ^ Watcr-Bapfifm, There zt6 



« Bfttwt*$ Covfuiathn of ^Mkerifm^ Chap. J 9* The Texts 
ithat the Do£lof Ttkxp to^ wheiTsin the . Baptifm of theHoIjr 
Ghoft is mentioned, are Matf, iii, ii. Mar^ i. 8. X^^^i^T i6« 
^ohn i. 33. jfiSi i. 5. an^ xi. 16. 
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fix morcithat ^ak of iaftizing in tie Name^ 
^. which in all thofe fix Texts is a Water^ 
Baptifm. Now query, Whether the Phrafo 
ifi Mitf.xxviiit 19. baptizing in the Name^ &c* 
4oth not oblige os to uaderftand it, as we* 60 
Ihofc fix Texts, of Water-Baptifin im tbe 
Nantey &c. rather tham underftand it^ as wc 
do thofe other fix Texts, jof BaptUm with th# 
lioIyGhoftf In none of which eithep the 
Word Name. or^ the Word Power is to be 
found. 

. When our Author has cleared up tkefe 
Pifikulties, that attend his Conftrudion of 
Matt, xxviii. 19. and (hewn that he hath 
fomething more for it than his own Will and 
Pleafure, or that of his Brethren the ^tfakers^ 
then we will be bound that the Vimlicator fhall 
retradt hi& having charged hira with talking 
Nmffnfi iQ this whole Matter. 

Sect. IV. 

IN the mean time, let us confider how 
our Author fupports his Pofition, that 
Name and Ptmer are equivalent Exprefiions, 
or promifcuoufly ufed in Scripture. 

" In 
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^'In the fifift Flace. ihcfi (^fey^ iS^^; ^w ofcup S4- 
<^ fern«» thar witen Chiiil: fais^, A^/v /toa $0 
^* three are gaiikeredtvgetber in my Name^ tben 
^* Ml I in the Midj^ (f tbem^ he maniieftly 
f^ fpoke of hkpow^r and Spirit.^ ., 

ik tiidL fo». as all agree, in thofe Wordsi 
there am I in, the Mi^ (f ibem. But bit 
J^ewefi or Spirit h bbt fignified by the Word 
ifame^ scftdor AvChorfiippofe^s for (bat would 
make the SendEe of the Pa&gd to be &is» 
i^/5«T^ twa vr tkne are gatbened together in mf 
fovtfond Spirit, there am I in my Power and 
Spirit amortg tbem'^ 

. Bot we have not ykt got his whob Sentence^ 
vvhich is this : He manifejtty fpoke of bis Power 
4a^ Spirit^ Kvbieh are fynonymous Terms in Scrips 
ture. Whether he means that Power aiid , 

Spifii^c Syn^mous in Scripture^ or Power 
i|Qd NamCf or Spirit aod Navfti or that ali 
three arc fynortymous with each other, we w?H 
B0( undertake to detprmine. Nor do his In# 
ftances produced fo much as Jhew what he 
meant, fo far arc they U<xm proving wh»t he 
Mgoed by thepi. In his. fidft (1 Cor. v. 4 ^•) 

all 

f In ^ I/Mme cl out Lord Jefat CIrift, wht» f c Mt 
lathered together, and my $ftrlt, with the /Vw#r pf t^ 
Lord Jefus Chiift. 
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al! the WotdB^ Name, Sptr^y mi :P(rtDer 
occur, but are plainly diftingutihed from each 
other, as bearing different Senfes. In ht$ fe« 
cond {Phil. iii. 3 «.) neither Name nor Power 
are fo much as. mentioned. Spirit indeed i% 
but not fo as to be capable of fignifying either 
Name or Pcmer. In his third ( i Cv. vi. 1 1*".) 
Namis and Spirit occur, but 4n different Seizes, 
ai^d neither of them figpifying. Power. 
, Moft certainly then he hath ventured upon 
this Academical Word Synortfmmi, without 
knowing what it imported, for otherwile he 
could, hardly have brought three Teftimgnies 
to vouch for a Thing which they all declare 
againft. 
|.4j. ^ ** Secondly, fays he. When Chrift faid, 
—^ *^ic In myy\iMJLjhalltbeycall out DevHsy^tbey 
^* Jhallfpeak nmtb new Tongues ; tbey Jhall take 
^* up Serpents, &c. he certainly meant, in and 
ft by his Power, &c:\ 

No 



I For we are die Qrcumdfion which worfhip God m the 
S/iW/, tnd rqoke in Chrift Jefiu» and have no Confidence in 
the Flefli. 

^ Bat ye are wafhed, bnt ye are fandlified, but ye are jufti* 
£ed in the Nom of the Lord Jefus, and by the Sfirit of dot 
God. 
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No doubt he meant they (hould do thefe 
Things through the Power he would give 
them for that Purjtofe j but thzt. Power is not 
cxprelTed in this^Text by the Word Name.. 
Yesi 'he fuppofei it is, " For (mind his Reap* 
fon) " in the parallel Ptace^ Luke x. 19. thep,^^; 
V mrd Powtr-^j '^expre£ly<Mfed. Behold, I 
" give unto you Power to tread on Serpents 
« andBcorpioiSi^'m' ' ''\ \ ' '/\ ^' 

Bat t& tfiis"^ tc^e Anfw6r, 'that tHe Words, fn 
my Namey Mzrkxvi. ij! relate oftly tothfrflfrft 
dkufe of that 'I'ext,' ihey'jhdirjajl out De^th 
(and what i^'ttlj^tit by caftihg but Deyilsjil 
the j[Vi?»?^ of jelhs, we allin'ay eafily^klibV 
'itom the Itiifances that Scfip^ur^ andAnti^Ui- 
ly afford usi'k'vtras'by prortOuncingi6/i Name-, 
or by exbrcifirig in his Name'*,) but are rtbt id 
be extended to every Claufe that follows, as if 
it were faid, Tri my Name they Jhall taie up 
Serpents I or if, in my Name they drink any 
deadly thing, if Jhall not hurt them.^ Therefore 
his paraller/Text is really no Parallel in that 
Particular where he fuppofed it would be al- 
Wed fo. \ The. Parallel to that Particular, 
are the Wordslii Luke^ at ver. 17. Lord, even 
^ Devils arefubjeSi to us ^ibroitgb fhy Naifie/ 

Befidesy 
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Two Folds of his CorS, which oiigfat to 
have been the ftrongcft, have proved, upom 
l^e^^ Exaxnination, like the fFitbs th^it Delilah 
attempted to bind Sampfin v^ithal; and are 
broken as a ^Thread of ^ow is broken when it 
toucbetb tbe Fire. 

What Strength renaaincth in the third or 
prophetical Part of this Cord, we fhall not en- 
quire into, for thefc Reafons. i. That wc be- 
lieve the Reader hath already had enough of 
his Manndi: bf Interpreting, from the Speci- 
mens given of it on the New Teftament, and 
will have no Curiofity to fee his Expofitions 
on the Prophets examiped. 2. That we have 
already faid all, and perhaps more, than was 
requisite to juftify thak PalTage in the F/W/Va- 
iim which was excepted a^ainit, and bccaiio- 
' ned this Debate. Aiicl; /3V. which fs the moil 

material^ , That we cannot^ with fufficient Cer- 

• . '_ '.'It" . . . ' 

tainty,. find what it is bur/ Author aims or 
drives at for ten or a dozen P^jges together : 
For having got into the Prophetical Book and 
Style, an4 into a fpiritiiaT Way qf Interpreting, 
he writes To incoherently arid loofefy to the 
End of th^ Chapter, mixing Prophecy^ Myfti^ 
f(d Divinity, and ^akerifm together^ that it 

is 
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xi difiicult to difcern and purfue his Rcafohittgs.' 
(if they may be called fo) through fuch a. 
Mift. Only we obferve What is the Drift of his 
Quotations, and the final Refult of his Rcafoh- 
ings, W5;. the old Story, that " H^cisufedv- S4» Si* 
** ma^gurativeSenfeforFovrcrinMaitt^xxvm*' 
" 19."-—^** Ihitibe Baptifm there fpoken of 
** is not a Water^Baptifm, but Jhe B^ptiScd^ST- 
** of the Holy Spirit/V— ^Ahd " fifetf tbeV- S9^ 
** Quakers. Baik this ^^Bwj^tiftn, as Numbers of . 
** them have experimentally prtyved and witnef-^ 
^' fed:' - •-- • • '. ..L ^ -, ' 

The (horter and wifer Way^ fincc &ii muji\ 
at laft be the Concliffion, had been riot t<> havc( 
reafoned the Point at all : For that Academi- 
cal Way of coming to a Conclufion never dotfe 
and nevdr will fucceed with ool- Author* He . 
had better take Example from Will, Penn \ 
who, fpeaking oi Baptifm and the LordsSup^ 
pery makes ufc of this fhort and decifhre Argu^ 
ment againft their being received, as they al-« 

* In hi/ Book zg%\fi^ ^ho^ Hicks ^ called, Reafon agiun/t "^ .;. '' 
Railing. Sefe George Keith\ Prcfafce to bis Arguments 0/ thg 
fakers againft Baptifm and the Lortts Suffer anfvoered. And 
alfo his Fourth Narrati<ve of the Proceedings at Turner* Hall, 
P jr. p. ip8. ., . 

Vol. II. ^ . ,. ,. ,. w^% 
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wayi have been in the Catholick Church : We 
can teftify^ fiiys h^^ from the fame Spirit bf 
nMch Paul renounced Circumcifrmy that tbey 
{viz. Baptifm and the. Lord's Supper) are to^ 
be rejeShd^ as not now,req&ired. Or . he majr 
take the fame coropeodious Way of dealing^ 
with his Adverfarics, that another df Aeir 
^ Authors, has. made ufe of^ who iays>^ Aliart 
* H^atbens^ aiul it$ Qh^iftiam^ * wh cannot mfnefs 
this [viz. the Quakers fpirihial Baptiicn) and 
wl^ can wi/nefs this, denies all others. 

This is a concife and effcftual Way* Thefe 

are Flash agaihfl: which there isi Ha De&nce.. 

It is fafer xo^affirta without giving any Reafom 

at all, than to igivefucb Reafons ^ only contra*^ 

410: and difprdve the Affirmation. . 

. In (Jiort, if the Quakers wouU but be con* 

^ent to keep their Principles and Dp6):rines to 

themfelves» and not preach tliem about, and 

endeavour to obtrude thcn> upon every 3ody^ 

they might both, efcap^; thofe Cenfures, and 

that Scorn whkh they bring upon themfelves. 

P J7, iWi/Qur Author tells usy ** 73&tf/ the principjolCon^ 

* * " cem of the People in Scorn called Quakers, 

" fronr 

1 In a Book, entitled, Sem Frincipks tf the EleB Pe^^It ^ 
G^i in S(om calUd Quakers^ fi 7 j;. 
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^ Jrom- their inmblingad the Power and Word 
*^ rf'God^ bus been: th cult and itmte all Men 
" towitnefi with them the Baptifm of the Hofy 
" Bpirity kmwhig it Po be the Sum of Religion ; 
« the ALL in ALL in the Worjhip of God?' 
But M^n maft be invited by fomething that h 
worthy iheir Attention : If any of the ^akef 
Teachers could tcftify their having the (xmt 
Spirit that St Paul had, not barely by faying fo 
like Will. Penny but by the fame kind of Tefti^ 
mony that St Paulgzvc of his Spirit, it would 
be an Inv^itatbn to hearken to theni : Or could , 
we fee " the Liberty of the Apo/ldH^k andPri^ 
" mitipe Churches reflored among them^' . as our 
Author tells us, p. 58, this would be fome- 
thing* Or could they give us any fouod and 
fufficient Rcafons for whit they would teach us 
from the written Word of God, which is both 
their and our Rule of Faith and PraSlice^ there 
would be proper Meafts of inviting and per*- 
foading Men to tefify. with them. But if their 
Calls and Invitations ammint to np t^y^t^ thai| 
confident Ailertions, and upon Points too, 
which when they offer . to reafcn upon,^ they 
ihew that thej do j^ot underftajid^ and thefj;? 
M. 2 delivered 
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delivered likcwife witka kind of Gontempt of 
all human Learning, and without any Tcfti- 
mony of their being preternaturally inftruc- 
ted themfelves ; they ar^ likely ftill to, retain to 
themfelves all tbofe Bkjtngs^ and Cowforts^ and 
nJomderful ^ffeSli of the Baptifm of 4be Spirit^ 
which our Author fo nmch magmE^ and ex* 
tols in his three laft Pagcsi 

p. s8r s9- As for any thing which is really good ih tbem, 
we are far from ^/tf/wZ/afg- //, farther' frooiT^or- 
ning it : And as for any Happinefs or Gomforts 
they may partake of in their own Way of 
Religion ari^. Worfhip, we are far from envy* 
ing them in their Felicity : We fincerdy wifti 
them to improve in every good Word and 
Worki in every thing that may tend to their 
real Benefit, and final Happinefs. Bat if they 
.will ftriaiy argue the Point with us, that 
they are the only People that ^re ChriJlianSj 
ihd^ only People that ha^vc afty tt\x^ spiritual 

f. 59. MjsUgion'i-^ fpiritudl Worjhip^- the Only People 
<hat nifiomce the Worldi^^zX govern their PaJJi^ 
4nij ihzi love their Enemies^ that hzvh' Sobriety 
imd Gravity in their Habit ^ and Speech^ and 
<^«?m?^7y^/tW;'^nd Whatever k becoming ihe Hir- 
iinefi of- the ChriJiiatf'N'ime and Frofejjton 5 we 

may 
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may hkppin not only to differ from them upon 
this Queftion, but to refute them alfo upon 
the Bnquiry. 

It would indeed be a bleffed thing,' as Bi- 
(ho^ Patrick fays, if we would all lay afide ourV ^'• 
DtfentionSy ' Strifes^ and parrels ^ andjiudy the 
Lejfons Gkr 'Lord hath taught us. But le^ thetn 
who caiifeleflly bring on thefe Strifes and Dif 
fenfiofiSy ahd who obftinately maintain them, 
bear the Blame of them. Why are the fa- 
kers moft commonly found to be the Aggref- 
fors arid Challengers -to -^the Difputes between 
us and them? Why will they not let us 
peaceably follow thelriftitutions our Lord hath 
commanded us to 6bf6rv6, but reproach us 
with being impofed' upon l^y the^ Ignorance and^^^^^ ^^ 
Tricis ^f defigriing Merr; who make a Gain of of Norr^ 
Godlinefs'l If they thirtk'they juftify themfelvesJJ^X^- 
in thefe Calumnies, by faying, th*t tbiy preach^' '^* 
tbemfilves without Rkwdrdy they are niiftaken j 
for that will neither indemnify tHem for ijiif-* 
reprefenting others,' hdr frfee their own Calls 
and Invitxiticns to their own Gojpelfrbm Excep- 
tion. They need no HiRP to preachy fays our P- 5^- 
Author. 3ut if they need both CommiJJion and 
M 3 unities 
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Abilities to do fo, the Hire is out of the Que^ 
ftion. For neither is their Labour worthy of it^ 
nor thcmfelvcs entitled to it, becjiufc they arq 
nolfnt. 

He concludes all with aProblftrp, ?vluch 
he leaves with his Reader to confider of, ia 
p. 63. oicic^ to find the Solution; vi?f. ff^bflt Peopk 
tiQiv L:ar the neareft^ Refemblance to a certain 
. excellent Defcription of a Peopi;,e formed upon 
the Plan and Principles of Cbrijiianity^ and 
* tranfcribedfrom Erafmus by Bijhop Patrick, ii^ 

the Clofe of bis Preface to bis Paraphrafe on 
Ecclcfiaftcs ? Which Defcription he ;bas fet 
P 61, 62, down at length. He en4eavours indeed to put 
us into a Way of expounding it, by printing 
in large Characters all thofb Expreffions in it 
that he thinks are any ways applicable t& the 
fakers in particular ; otberwife wedare anfwer 
for it, no body wq.u14 have thought of them. 
However, be feems to think that Brafmus 
prophefied concerning -th^ir Se6l, and that the 
Prophecy, now that it. is fulfilled, and explain- 
ed by the Completion, is clear and evident to 
. all vvho attend to it. And he calk upon the 
p. 63. Vindicator to JJ:ew that the Words isere not Bi-^ 

. — ^^ 
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pf9p PatVkk'i Sentimenli, tlSQU^ he ha^pfar 
akpttd them as to incdt-ptif'dte ilfeh ^ib his i^wn\ 

If he means that firflio'p Fdift^'Xiib\x^\^ 
the ^leri bore the neikcft Reftittblante^W 
this Defcription of any Pe^le in the-WbT4<l^ 
we anfwer, that we believe that Prelate, whofe 
Judgment was undeniably good, had no more 
an Eye to the ^akers^ or a Refpeft to their 
Principles and Manners^ in quoting this De- 
fcription, than he had to the Mahometans and 
the Turkijb Maxims and Cujloms. Nay, that 
he thought of them as little as Erafmus himfeif 
did, who lived before they were a People. 

But yet, fo far as this. IJefcription will really 
fui( them, fo far as it is applidlble to them on 
Account of any thing that is Praifc-worthy in 
them, let them in God's Name fcave the Be- 
nefit of it. The nearer l^^fcmblance they have 
to it, the more for their Credit ; which we arc 
fo far from defiring to impair from an invidi- 
ous Difpofition, that we heartily wifli they 
may daily grow more and more like that People 
which Erafmus defer ibes. For however we 
may find it neceflary to clear up to them their 
Miftakes, and to oppofe their novel Doftrines 

M 4 and 



and f^fc Reafoning$ i yet whatever is gcpd im4 
cpmmcn4ablc.in any erf" their P^/yS^ Princi^ 
pks^ ox Manmr^i wp;fhaU always be ready to 
$ickQowlf4gl?a ai]Kl . giy^ it its duq Rej|)^^ and 

^^onoHT^^:;; .; •• • \ . ' .;.: ^ 

•; . ;; . : ; -r"; /. ;, k) ^ * * •. ^ ' - ' 



1 -• 

«.. ..44 . 



\ 
J 



^'•t3n^ o: 






'■\., "i: [\j 



.' Li: . 



A REPLY 



u.'.'..-.v \ V. •f«»69]. ". '^. . , c;{ 



t. ■' < 
.'.:'■- .A 



REPLY 

f b THE' ■ ■■ -■ ^' 

. • • ♦ ' • • ♦ . 

A FEE N D I Xi 

ON E would jma^nc, from the accounf 
given of this Appendix in tht Title-Page 
of^'thc Bdoi^, thatTbmb new ah^-gi^t dflcoveiy 
had "been diepgini&Mrde : For it is faid to con- 
feih, not ciAjfme Remarks orithe Preface fo'd 
late Reflfy ^o-the^^ProteJlant Flail, but to j55^ 
fitil^ Reformiiklk from* Popery in England 
ms in a great^mea/hreowing ta the Zealand 
cdnjlahcy of illlVtrate nien and w^eii] and thai 
the people calledi^^kcvi have ieen'^and are iri? 
mojlltborough Ptit'e^aiit Reformer i inibe'worll. 
But afticr dl, the rciat^ contents of this Appeti 
dix are no more th'afn a Inrief rejifttftiorfof >Vhai^ 
has been already i^d Ih another wa'^* ami 'fg-S 
futed, without' inyihtpi^vemen^s or anftiKP 
ment», unfcfs*tl^e'ad3ltroh of tSt^^ 
fldration agai^Jf Pi>pery may fcet'irfled feu \ ' "^ 

Thcf 
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The writer of it begin* with renewing 
the complaint of the tontempt fhewn of the 
poor Pedlar^ who firft gave occaiion to the 
prefdfft difpute i and wduld gl|dljr:hav6 it in- 
tcrpf eled as a cmtempt tf the Lahy in general. 
The Prefacer will W;alw*ys ready to retrad 
whatever he hath wrote» that doth not well 
cotfiport witfi tharltf andg^-tnannt^. Bkrt 
he apprehends he hath not ofiended in thele 
YoTpc^ts : $^v^ ,^.wiUii)g)y:leavf)i ^ tfl o^ 
intelligent r^d?r, whether hjs^ amoMdyentigpi 
f^^,that';pafticular perfop^ on thar p^r^cfuhr 
ofcafion/ (how^imach fbevpr. i^^ 
wore not both £ea£>nable, and; Ukewiie nudcf 
i^idi dl bcrfitdag tendernefsand diec 
\ But thia writer woidd. infer from tbenc^ 
th«t if anj^)a;yptan JhaU att$n^U a manfy aid 
r^ipnal enquiry^ hc^ he muft in tfie Pr^acer^ 
i;|)inion incur the fame or HJsfvcenfure. But 
y^y he\ihauld thus put the ^ty in general 
l>i>pn <hciame footing witlj P^dlar^i^ hq givfi 
»q:rea^i^^:WV hjath. ^^ JPntfacer .^vitxi him 
any ^ndle %, ib me^ ^^^SS^i^Q^ ^^^ 
d^-poflibl^ lD|e aggrieved; at a^y expreifioos ia 
Hit Preface^ that were pp&nte^ a( ^ Pidkr^ 
bufy ignorance, but .iuch ar. are confcious to 
::^^ thpmfclves 
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fhemlfeiives that they dderve the like* Tbtt 
mayl inideed fae * the ca& of ibme of lult 
Author's own feifl/ apd it is £»r that rea£»i 
moft probably that thefe rebuke in the 
Freface are fo ^nach excepted againft. 
Biitt newrthetef^ they are AxvmU groundel 
upon-reafan and 'truth; thtit^or Author wfll 
not find k eafy, by any f uch Height as he hiai 
tifed, to fet them afide, or ev^de lUdr force*. . 

His next charge againft the-t^^^^ 16, ^Hia^ 

Jpeaking of our Jirfl Prctefiant Reformers^ it. 

hadfmd be knew t^ hone wh- nKrited or were 

dignified by that name^ butjkcb as tad been tntin^ 

editp infcbook and academies^ 

This will foon be^fct right; The Aiithcrf 
of the Flail had a conceit that he could war- 
rant the whimfical tide he gave to' his book^ 
From the fuccefs of the firfi Protejhittt Reformers 
in defending their own^ tenett *with the Bibk\ 
though dejiitute cf academical learning.^ In- 
the 'Reply this faift referred to was rather que- 
ftioned than dircdlly denied : \t was faid. He 
fhould have told us what Reformers be mcanf\ 
for we, know of none dignified with that itame\ 

but 

f Preface to the Ttmly p. 7, 



lof 7«i:i& tfx wW'tf men (^ fitmd kamingy &c. ♦ 
But before. an3^^nrwer 4s returned hy him, 
the Appendix-Writer ftcps in of his own accord 
to dear op this matter. And to convince the 
HipUer of iiis ignorance or miftake, he brings 
lour inftances (referring to more *f ) of illite* 
late perfoii$ that were 'burnt in the reign of 
Qgeen ri^fy;' and then gravely a^. him, 
Wbatbeitiamk^i^ thofe zeakus tradefmen^ reH^ 
^ious , mecbaf^iriSfy and h&fy women^ itAo were 
filcri/ked\i^.'fi^)fi^mfSf ^ndjeakd their Uftitmny 
i^inft , Popery w/>A thir AM? \\ Why, he 
ttiinks t^ey.were martyrs in the Proteftant 
caufe, and not the lefs eminently fo for wanting 
the ^aixtoges o^hxxcom learning. But withal 
he ^hinks .hercjoth not in the lead; der<^ate 
fbonvthe I^pnour, due to them for their con* 
/lanqy and .patience, when he denies that they 
were numbered zxnongjbe Jirjl Reformers ^ who 
fi'/uccefifully defended the ^^rotejiant tenets with 
the Bi^kk Thfi qucftion was not concerning 
thpfc; who by their fufFerings were inftru- 
mental in confirming others in the Proteftant 
religion ; but concerning thofe who by their 

writings, 

♦ Preface to the fitply, p. S. 

f See the Notes tohis Afftn£x^ p. 90, 91. 

I Jffiudix, p. 99, 
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wri^ngs, conferences, and difputes firft began, 
and then defended the Reformatioii upon focltf 
foiid proofs front reafon,. fcripture, ind anti^ 
quity, that the powers 'of^ the CBurcb of Rome 
could not wkhftand the forctf of tbdr argu^. 
ments. When any of thrfe^ who alone wcru 
dignified with the name oi Reformers^ can be 
found to have been deftitute of acadeimcallear^ 
ningj the Prefacer will acknowledge bimfelf 
informed of what he knew not before. . But 
till that is done^ he thinks himfelf at libertjr 
yet to queftion whether there were any fach 
among them. 

The Appendix Writer puts four Queries 
upon his four inftinces of unlearned martyrs^ 
which, if no anfwer be given to them, He 
will perhaps begin to fufpeft are unanfwera- 
ble. ' 

i^.His firft is, »?i&rfi&fr Thomas Watts, the 
memory of whofe piety and conjiancy has been 
retained and tranfmitted down to this day about 
J 80 years^ frejh and fragrant among fome': of 
the inhabitants of the town he tivedin^ hadnoti'a 
better tide to the name of Reformer, than any 
of the learned men then and there livings of all 
whom the very names are -IwgJiwefAKgotten'^by 

' the 
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' the inbab$tant$9* But if llie namee i^ afi 
tlteie kamcd men are long fince fbr^ten, 
bow (ball we know whether i^ere were any 
» that place? If there had been any^ digm^ 

fed vntb the name of Reformers^ to have com^ 
pari^d ^tbmm Watts with, their names would 
mt have been forgotten. But if Thomas JVatts 
had no other or better title to be called a 1^« 

farmer y than by a ccmiparifon with no hody\ or 
at kaft with n»e knew not wbOy he is no inltance 
tp our Author's prefent purpofe. 

2. Whether John Leaf» wA0 cmdd neither 
write nor read^ fnff^^^gfor the fame cauje toge- 
ther with J6hn Bradley a mah of academical 
teaming^ did not infomefort merit the tiame of 
Reformer as veil as bisfeHew'-fufferer ? -f*. Why 
doth he fay in feme fort merits if he himfelf 
did not plainly difcern a difference in their 
claims? And what (hould make this diffe* 
rence, as their fufferings were the fame, but 
cmly that one of them did eminent fervice to 
the Reformation by his learned labours, and 
tht other did not ? Or fuppofing he might in 

fom 
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Jmejktfffer^i, yot fya$ be «^«i; i%9yi^i vtf^ith 
the dame of Refcmer ^. In mthfiri fio& ho 1$ 
alfo wide of the queftaoabet^^raen t)xe PtifaoB 
and Uie -i&rf»r <^.«fip: F/^/. 

3. Wheiber Alke'Drfver ^ w^ bmibsmlmu^ 
up t9 the phugb^ ^as mt alfi weU^Jkilkd mti» 
nfe (f tke thil^ vitf. the Fna^lant one^ ^e^ 
iy mere dint of ^triptute, fie put. the aiademet 
to fo prtfound ajiknce ? * She tok^t be better 
ikilled m the ufib of the Bibk, in ^ti%fi) points 
efpccially, than di^ werc^ notwithftaodtog 
their acadetnttaj karniilg^ if the|r had any^: 
XetLWhat is this^to the purpofe ? If learding 
cannot fupport a bad csuifo^ isi it .therefore of 
no u(e^ifYA(gqodjx>he ? Though it tanhot bear 
upigaiflii tirtab v^ad^flain fcnip{umy. dath it 
Moivv.tbatitis not generally necQffiurylojnaiiiA 
tain ^mth in. t&e world, and to pcdb'v^ tfatt 
genuine fenfe oS fcriptwe I Vtut qiubkefl and 
moft feasible eycs> that can leaft bear to itiok 
iigatj^ th«^ iTuns can yet mako the^bcft adv<an* 
tages ^: his- light upon other 6la§lB£U* . IleaTi^^ 
ii)g quickens and cleanfes the eye of the under« 
ftanding, thereby rendring ft lefs capable of 
. ^ :fettih^ 

? ^ppin£x^ p.gi. amottj the Notes. 
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ietting itfelf agiunft revealed trutfas^* and beN 
ter difpoied to judge of them aiid diicein them 
perfe£Uy upon refledion* WeU». but many of 
the i&ealous trade/men^ reB^im^mkchanici^ and 
holy vfomm ankmg the earSyz-Sroteftanti of this 
nation had not any of this literature. ^ What 
dien? They, are fuppofed. to have. been fb in-* 
ilruded by thtofe that had tt> as to be able to 
give a reirfon iff the faith and hope^ that was in 
them^ and upon.occafion to bafik their Popifh 
jcxaminants. And this ihewed them to be 
properly among the Reformed \ but is no proof 
tfiat th^ were Reformers^ much lefs the jfiry? 
Reformers of this nation. . 

T 4^ The fourth inftance of Pr^s wife, and 
the Query, put upon it, is of the fame kind 
with the hiky and the fame anfwer will fetve 
both. Only whereas our Author lays .a parti* 
culac ftrdd upon her declaration to her examin- 
ants, that it was the Spirit of -God whicb led 
ber^ which calledjber.in her ied, andat midmgbt 
^^d his tna^to her-,* he ihould.be .-advifed 
' • . , ; ' not 



* f So it is in the laft edition of Fox's Mariyro/ogy^ printed 1 6S4, 
Vol. III. p. 748. Though the words of midnight are left out of 
the jfffntdixf either becaufe.the Author did not find them xs^ha 
fditioD^ or Aought it more difcreel to (uppreTs them« 



ft the Protestant Flail* 177 

not to build too much upon private revelations* 
This aflertion of her^s (which he is fo fond 
of) if it was really hcr's, was neither for her* 
credit to have made, nor for his to repeat. 
He afks. Whether her voluntary offering her life 
for her tejiimmy did not give a convincing proof 
(f this her affertion ? * No : It was the grea- 
tcft proof indeed that (he was able to give.- 
But bccaufe (he could not give a greater, (he 
could not give a fufficient one to convince us 
of the truth of her pretenfions y though it were 
a fufficient one to clear her of any defigned 
fraud or impofture. 

He immediately afks another queftion upon 
her cafe, v\t. Whether tbofeperfons who ridicule 
All revelation now, do more refemble that pious 
holy reforming woman^ or thepriefis of that time^ 
nvbo^ as Fox tells us, made a gr^at fhout and 
laughing at that affertion of her si ^ In puttmg 
this, he has taken for granted that the private 
revelation which {he fpake of was as true as , 
the GofpeU But if this be not allowed him, 
he muft look well whether they who pretend 



• Jppindix, p. 91. among the Notci. 
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to revelations that are mtfucb^ and which are 
deftitute of all prc^r proofs do not injure 
true revelation (in caufing k to be ridiculed) 
^ much at lead as they who ridicule all fuch 
pretences. If he includes among thofe wb^ 
ridicule jill revelaticm^ fuch as interpret all pri* 
vate claims to immediate infptration and reve- 
lation from God in thefe ages of the world^ 
as the mere effe&s of enthufiaim^ he will have 
a large party againft him» who will neither be 
found to refemile the reforming woman he fpeaka 
of, nor the priejls that laugVd at ber. a/fertim. 
Infidels may flout at thefe things as they pleaie i 
j^ut ferious and fober men will neither make 
» jefl of the weainefs of well-meaning people^ 
Bor take their reveries for the oracles of God* 
They will never adnut of reforming mm and 
women upon the bare footing of their awn 
declarations, that tbe Spirit kadetb tbem, and 
tbat the truth is revealed to them in midnight 
vifions^ or in any other extraordinary aumner. 
Thefe and fuch like pretences may have up^ 
held or countenwced Fopery in fome coun- 
tries, and formerly in this ; but could never 
have bro^ght on a Reformation. That was 

a &ing 
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k thing that required a much better bottom td 
ftand upon. And though the Prefacer is taken 
up for having faid, that in all human probability 
mthout the help of academical learning there had 
hen m Reformation at all:, * yet he is perfua- 
ded that the more that matter is examined in- 
to, the more probable will his conjedlurc 
Appear. 

Eventhe Writer of the Appendix is willing to 
allow fbmething io academical accomplifiments.^ 
So far y hy^ he, as they were nvell applied iH 
tranjlating the Scriptures into the vulgar langua^ 
get^ we deny not their ufe andfervice.—Sofar. 
-—But does he confidcr bow far this goes ? I^ 
the Reformation^ according to his principles, 
ivaf defended by the Bible alone^ yet was not 
this defence put into mens hands by the advan^ 
tage of learning ? Did not they then whoy he 
owns, bad tittle literature (he (hould have faid 
none) except that of their Bibles, ('tis an idle 
exception when we fpeak of tranflations into 
the vulgar languages) did not they owe a great 
deal to that acquired human knowledge, which 

N 2 yet 

* FrcEiC^ to tli0 R^fy, p« 8. f JtfpinSx, p 9a. 
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yet they affected to defpife ? If they could^ 
and can now do fuch execution with the Flail 
when it is once in their hands, they fhould 
never, out of mere gratitude, difparage the 
ineansi no nor the workmen, that put it 
there. 

But to come to the point. The fame em* 
dition that was requifite for tranflating the 
Scriptures into the vulgar tongues, will ever 
be requiiite for guarding and defending the 
true fenfe and meaning of them ; which is 
fometimes impaired or obfcured by verficms 
themfelves, but oftner wrefted and diftorted 
by fanciful illiterate men, who pretend only to 
judge from the verfions, and are too frequent* 
ly incompetent judges even oitbem wkh regard 
to religious controverfies, efpecially with re- 
gard to fuch matters of difpute as depend upon 
underftanding the idioms of the original ian* 
guages, and knowing thecuftoms of the yencs 
and Eajiern natiem. The want of which 
knowledge in the dead tongues, and in anti^ 
quity, unhappily accompanied with a contempt 
of it, hath occafioncd fevcral errors in the 
different fedls that have arifen in this kingdom 
fincc the Reformation k and in none ihorc 

than 
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than in thaf of the fakers, who, in the judg-* 
ment of the Appendix Writer himfelf, are for 
the moji part dejlitute of allfucb learning. 

But he thinks abundant amends are made 
for this dcfed by their being afet of 'Reformers 
more zealous for the extirpation of Popery y not 
only infome^ hut all the branches of it^ yea the 
very root itfelf than any that went before 
them. 

In proof whereof be exhibits George Fox's 

Declaration or Proteftation againft Popery, 

v)bich be makes no doubt will fatisfy every rea^ 

der, that be was a very hearty Protejiant i?^- 

former.^ 

We (hall have no further concern with 
Geo. Fox or bis Declaration^ than to examine 
our Author's opinion concerning both the one 
and the other. He fays George Fox was an 
honourable man among them. How he became 
fo is not faid. Perhaps he was in the higher 
ejleem among them, becaufe he was remarka- 
bly low in his learned attainments, and 
could not io much as fpell his mother's 
N 3 tongue; 
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tongue * And if this Protefiation of his ha4 
but been printed juft as he penned it, with thQ 
advantage of his orthography, it wiould have 
appeared more worthy of him. 

But bi was an hearty Reformer^ and zeahm 
for the extirpation even of the very root of Pope^ 
ry. -f* So it appears ; for under pretence of 
reformation he has left nothing remaining of a 
vifible church, that he could take away. He 
was not aontent to lop off the fuperfluous bran«- 
<;hes, and caft away all her corrupt fruits, bu* 
he muft pluck her up by the very roots. 

By this declaration of bis the Replier may fee 
what kind of Reformation it was that aj^eared 
in thefe kingdoms in the laft century %. Fully 
and fufHciently, infomuch that he d^fires not 
to fee or hear of iiny more fuch. 

He may fee what effeSiual work the Protefiant 
'Flail can make^ when m(inaged by the JkHfui 
hands of honejl^ plain^ difinterefied^ New-l'ejia^ 
THmtrfaught countrymen. || He hath feen to his 

forrow 



^ * Many and remarkable inftances of his not being able to 
fpell the moH common wor j> aro given by Trgfnds Bug^^ in his 
Hidden things brought to light ^ 'whereby the Fox is unietmerd 
tuggiaFo/iOf ijiz. p, 210. 

^ J^ndix, f. gz. i P. 97. (Ibid. 
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forrow what work it h&tk madC) and continues 
Ce make, in foch hands. 

Sboidd the Prefacer (tontinues he) take up 
that infirumentj lam apt to think he would n$t 
dare to dttempt the handKng it Jo effeSlually. * 
No: God forbid he fhould. Our Author k 
not very ^ to iiini -, but he has thought here- 
in very juftly, that the Pr^acer would dread 
td attempt fuch effeftual handling as he fpeaks 
of, to the utter abolition of facraments, rites^ 
C€;remcmies, orders o£ miniikrs, and every 
outward inftitution of religion whatfoevcr. 
And he hath other and better means to deter 
him from fuch a fabcriiegious attempt^ than 
what our Author fuggefls in his next wonk. 

Fot the Fiaily to ufe hh own dejcription of //, 
is an fjo/k^ment which doth of aff others require^ 
fme art laind fkiU^ &c. ^ Nay, if he comes 
H Iftft to art andJkiH^ he has furely got out of 
his roadf and is running into {ome blunder upon 
1^ own and George Box*s principles. He 
feemed to be going wrpng in his laft fentenco 
but one, when the word Jkilful was imperti- 
nendy tacked to the hoods of NewrTe^ament^ . 

N 4 taught 
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taught countrymen. And now he has quite toft 
hitnfelf in ^Jimile that the Prefacer had occa-* 
fionally made ufe of to relieve his reader. It 
had a meaning, and was fenfe at leaft when it 
was firft offered to the confideration of the 
jdutbor of the Flail: Bat it is now returned 
back again upon the Prefacer s hands with fo 
little poignancy, and fo like nonfenfc, that he 
can fcarce acknowledge bis own metamorpho- 
fed offspring. 

How comes it that art andJkiU in interpre-> 
ting the Bible (hould at length be ccinfined to 
thofe who are New-l'ejlament-taught^ and who 
generally difclaim the very imputation of fi^ch 
foreign advantages? who with th^ir infallible 
mafler deny all colleges^ and miverjities^ in 
vsthich minijlers are ittade by tongues^ arts^ and 
fchools?^ How come they at laii: ta :claim 
the privilege of ufing thefe carnal weapons, 
a»d excluding thofe from whom they borrow 
the litUe thpy have of. them from Iharing in 
the title with them ? |t ^ould not be quite 
forgotten, diat thefe New^Tefiamentrtaugla 
fountrymen owe fometbing to academiad accom^ • 

^lijhments^ 
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flijhments, by our Author's own conceffion; 
for they had not come fo eafy by their New^ 
TeJlament-^Learning^ if the way had not been 
opened and cleared to them by the labours 
of much abler hands, and wifer heads, than 
their own. 

But it feemS' this art ^ndjiill in the hands 
of academies, hath done much mifchief. It 
hath bppofed the bonejfzeal of thefejincere-bedr^ 
ted Protejiant Rtf^mers^ ivbich might have 
Jfread itfelf mere generally to tbi extirpation of 
ali the matters , and things which George Fox 
declared againjii had not' the men of academical 
literature emitted their own ihtereft^ in flillre^ 
taining not a few of them. * They did verily 
confult their own'lntercft, and the inteireft of 
the whole kingdom, in retaining not only the 
cffcnrials of a Church, but fiich indifferent 
thingfe ^as contributed* to order ahH decency :' 
alfo in retaining fchbols and colleges j fbr iht 
attainment of tongues and arts^ to prevent in 
times to come any fuch utter exterpation of AS 
the matters and things which Georgt Fox decla--' 
nd a^aihfi^ a$ our Appendix 'Writer calls 

thorough 



thorwgh ReformttioQ, and in die zeal of ln# 
heart is defiroqs according to bis fleoder abili^ 
ties to promote* 

'7Vx therefore (&y$ he) altogetber maefual U 
njferibe the ivkok Pfi^i of the Reformaesoa to s 
fet of men who have been indeed the p^indpat 
retariers(fitsprogref$J^ What does he mean ? 
B^ the Re/ormafion^ we do in common am^ 
£kf u£lion underftand tbaf cf this Church and 
Nation frona Popei^ b the eentury before the 
fakers had a being. But by the progrejs of 
it being retarded he manifeftly intends the oppo*- 
fitbn that was given to that thorough Reformat 
tion he has been repommending, and wbieA^ 
be fays, appeared m thefe kif^^^ms in the kfi 
century. Now in this view^ it would be» as 
he fays, akogetber unequal to afcribe the whole 
merit of tohat "was done by Reformers in one 
generation to thofe that followed in U^e BeKt. 
But if this ihall prove not to be his n^eaning, 
he muft tell us what is ; fince his words give 
i>s XK> other that is fenfe. He will fay per* 
haps it was a fet of thefe academical men that 
proo^oted the former Reforpiation^ and anor 

thejf 



to tfy PKOTn^TAfir Flail; %%f 

tfaer <et of th^m obftmAed the la«ec« Be it 
fo. To ifew praifc be k, ipofceo. Wkhoufc 
piaking cowpftrifoiM between them, each hj«r« 
% inerit to be Scribed tp Acm^ They both 
fought a good fight, though ftgJiinft adverfariet 
of different denomination : and both defended 
the Church ; the former againft thofe that ba4 
corrupted hei: with idolatry and fuperftition s 
and the latter ag^nft thofe who wo^ have 
reformed h^ qiuite out of fight, through cot 
thu^m and want of knowledge anddifcietion^ 
And both made ufe of the fame kind of wear 
ppnfi, which they fitted to them, and learnt 
the tjue uie of *in the fchools and academies^ 
viz. fcripture, wd reaipn, and the wridngs 
of thc*Antient$, 

Thus at lefigfh we hare gone, through tbe 
fpint8 di^t our Author boafted o£ in his Title i 
and have £3vind that, ipAsead of proving what 
h^ gave out for the>€ootents of hia Appendix^ 
be hath only fervftd \ipGfarge IWs cmk Pto^ 
Uftation^ garnished with a few v^itheecd flawen 
of his own picking, a$ the lafl; difh ofiEtakfii^ 
pid entertainment. 

But though he has fallen fliort of his pro- 
mife in one refpeft, yet he hath exceeded it 

in 
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in another ; and hath carried his remarks fur* 
ther than the Preface^ and delivered his opini- 
on of the Book itfelf^ in very few words, as a 
fpeclmen of the great judgment wherewith he 
reads controverfies. 

' Js to the cmtrmerfy about the Sl^tattons 
from Bijhop Taylor, itfeems to him that the Au-- 
tbor of the Flail has done that great man much 
tnore honour than the Replier. How ? By pla^ 
cing his real fentiments on an equality with bis 
very cogent and convincing arguments againfi 
jPadobaptifm.^ 

Was ever a Prelate fi honoured before ? It 
^nras with much ado that what he declared to 
be his real fentiments, was allowed to be fo. 
And now this being once allowed, they will 
do him this further favour ; they will put his 
real fentiments upon an equality with his mere 
fidtione and inventions, or at leaft what were 
90/ bis own fentiments. Our Author indeed 
ealls them very cogent and convincing argu^ 
ments agMnft Padobaptifm. That is to fay, 
Mrhen the art and Jkill which he would be 
thought to difparage, do but feem to come 

over 
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fever to his party, though it be only zfeinfei 
he is ready to acknowledge and admire them; 
What BiHiop Ti^br has wrote in great abund- 
ance as a Divine, as a mafter of Scripture and 
good fenfe, doth by no means hit our Author's 
delicate fancy: But when the Bifhop only 
plays a part occafionally, and defignedly z&m 
ihtfubtile academicy then our deluded Author 
is charmed with his ingenious difguife, and 
contrary to his own principles applauds the dif- 
puter of this world. 

But the Repjier it feems has done no honour 
to Bifhop Baylor y in debafing his real fentiments 
to a level with his much lower and weaker pleas 
for the praSiice of Padobaptifm. How, cduld 
he bring them to a level with thofe that were 
much lower ? , 

But perhaps what is faid of lo^er and wea^ 
hr pleas, is fpoken of the Replier's plea?, or 
fpoken with refpedt only to the Bifliop's argu- 
ments in profopopaia, to which it is an ho- 
nour to him to have his real fentiments equalled; 
Now if this be the meaning, take it cither 
way, (tit Replier will be under no concera 
about thefe epithets of comparifon given to the 
pleas: For he has done the Bifliopyi^/V^ Jiow- 

; ^' ever. 
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ever, which ie preferable to the imour thef 
would beftow upoci him. And thoogh the 
p}ea8 may perhaps appear tow and nveak m our 
Authors fight, when compared with xh^fligbn 
of the Bi&op's fancy^ and iht Jfrengtb oi his 
imagination, yet if they be meafured by ancH 
flier ftandard, viz. that of truth, they wiU bo 
found tmre cogent ami convincing than thofe 
^tful fiouri(bes which have beguiled our An^ 
thor to give them undeferved praifes, and fuch 
as the Bifliop hlmfelf proved afterwards they 
were not entitled to. He goes on. 

^ the Bijhop bad been ahoi^s firm and 
fieady in bis opinions on tbe fide tf hifant-^ 
Baptifm^ 'tis no fmall difcredit to tbat catife^ 
tbat bis great abilities could never put ins 
own fentiments in as advantageous a Ugbt as 
thofe of bis adverjaries. ^ 

But what if this advantageous Kgbt that he 
fpeaks of, be only ^falfe light ? an artful po- 
fition of his adverfaries arguments to make 
them appear to lefs difcerning eyes fomething 
which they really were notj Which caufe 
will be mtoft difcredited by it I Whatever cre^ 

dit 
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^ airUes from fetti^ the Jnahaptijis ienets 
in fa pla^fiUe a view, beloags to Bi£hop Tay^ 
hr^ and not to their caufe. And that he did 
not ufe any fuch method with the Padobaptifii 
tenets J is to the credit of their caufe^ which 
needed no fiich artfal and laboured recommen- 
dation } but only wanted to be exhibited in its 
own proper and native light : Which, as the 
difpute is now with a ^tfaier^ may be termed 
tie light wthini whereas the advantageous 
light he fpeaks of is no more than the i^k 
without. 

He had faid towards the beginning of his 
'Appendix^ that academical learning was an in-- 
ftrument more apt to defend error ^ than tQ 
a/cover truth. ^ Bifliop Taylor has indeed 
ihewed him how far it can d^end error ^ even 
to make it feem to fome people cogent andcon^ 
vincing. But he hath alfo difcovered how i% 
can liktvnkfufport ofld ^abM) truths and do 
it effectually* 

It is true, learning is apt to make the beft 
of every fubjed; it is applied to. But why it 
ihottld have any peculiar aptnefs to defend error 

rather 
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rather than trutby can hardly be concdved. 
For» of all human means that can be appUed 
to, it is the beft prcfervativc againft error, and 
the fureft guide to truth. Unlefs our Author 
means by this odd charafter he has giiren of it, 
that the pcrfons endowed with it havebcca 
more infirumental in proving what the ^ahn 
denyy than m finding any good reafon for what 
they affirm. For this may be, in his way of 
thinking, tb defend error ^ and mifs of truth. 
But if thefe are his complaints againft literature, 
(and it feems mod reafonable to interpret him 
thus in this place) we (hall allow the faft, 
and have no further conteft with him upon 
that head. 

Laftly, he gives his opinion of the fuccefi 
of the other part of the controverfy, which 
was Water-Baptifm. He fays, that the arph 
tnents advanced by the Author of the Flail (fft 
rather evaded timn anfivered by the Replier.^ 
By his liave he would have faid more proper* 
ly and truly, that thefirokes of the Flail were 
evaded. But if he will needs have it that 
tbitkfirokes were argument s^ and that feme of 

dicm 
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them were negk^ed, and not anfaiertdhy the 
Renter J the true reafon has been, thatthey^were 
fuch arguments as anfwered tbemfehes^ and re- 
coiled upon their authbr's own head ; as the 
RepUer had obfcrvcd in his Preface was likely 
to he die caie> afligniqg withal the probable 
caufe of fuch mifchances. 

He concludes with faying^ that it is ^y ;^ 
means the dejign of his Ap^dix tofavetbeKt^ 
"pMerJrom any future frokes of the Flail. * In 
this verily he is to be believed ; and yet he 
hath by this very Appendix^ contrary to his de- 
fign, put the RepUer out of all fear of them ; 
and taught him by this previous attempt^ 
faow to prefage of what is to follow, nnz* 
that the man with thcFJail will have no better 
fuccefs with hkjirokes at the Booij than this 
If^riter hath 'had with his Remarks on the 
Preface. They . may therefore - threaten as 
they pleafe, an^ join forees^ too, but will never 
be able to hurt any body. 

However, // // iis defire that nothing faid 
in this Appendix Jhould prevent the Author 
of the Flail from improving the many ad-- 

Vol. n. O vantages 
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vantages that the Rtply bos put into hit 
bands.^ He may make himfelf quite tstfy, 
and red: aiTured of all that he defires in 
this matter} for nbthihg that he had £ud, 
t>t perhaps can iay, is capable of fr eventing 
any improvements of thcfe fappofed advanta^ 
ges by another hand. 
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^Rfet^ACE to M Vmh ind 
Sixth Volumes of Airchbiihop 

TH^ firft vdume of Aichbiihop Sbarf^ 
SormoDs waa. publifhed by himielf^ 
being a coUedion ef fuch as iit had printed 
iipQCi femal occaiions before the year 1698. , 

^he fecond iirotwne was publifhed by h& 
JBbokfeller after his dea^^ and takes in the 
remaitider-of hisS^rjaons, which wereprint-^ 
ed in hk life-'time» and his ^wo Jifcour/es upm 
Confidence^ which were formerly publifhed 
widiout a haaie, and msk^ part of the collect 
timof U^ndon^ajk^ 

And thofe two volumes contain aR that b6 
himfeif had fuffered at Any &co& to go abroad 
into the world. 

But his executors were a £ttle mOFe liberal 
ef his produiftions ; and in 17179 they added 
to the toUedions made \yy himfelf^ and then 
by his Bookfisller, as above-Hientioned^ two 
volumes more, confifting of Sermons never 
before printed. But this flep neverthclefs was 
taken hy them with due caution^ and after ad* 
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vice had with fome judicious prelates^ who had 
read them after they were tranfcrihe^, anc^ 
confirmed the resolution of n^aking them 
public. 

And nowj after feveral years elapfed, two 
"volumes more have pafled tlie prefs, ^bein? the 
laft addition that will be made to the^cpHeftton 
of his works, fave a faiall referve of Difconr- 
fcs in the Popi(h cofltroyeffy, which may pof- 
fibly, fbme time or other, be publifhcd with 
other pf his papers* relating tb that iqpntrovekly, 
and penned likcwife in thofc times. 

The firft and principal defign of tranfcrib- 
ing thefe, which are now printed,' from the 
original manufcript? in £[iort-hand, (for all his 
Sermons were wrote in charaftprs) . v^as to 
prcferve and refcue them from the dapger they 
were in of being irretrievably loft, by being 
buried in the cypher, if not e^trafted thence, 
and brought to light by one who wa? pcrfeft- 
ly well acquainted with the characters he ufed, 
and with his peculiar manner of exprefling 
-and compounding them. The transcript wa§ 
begun fome years lincc^ and proceeded very 
leifurely, and with fcveral interruptions, under 
the uncertain view of whether it fhould ever 

be 
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Bd hiade public or no, till the year 1730, when 
the grcateft part of it was finifhcd, perufed 
and approved by competent judges, and at 
length prepared for publication. 
' The reader therefore maybe affurcd (and 
it Is chiefly for his fatisfadtion in this matter 
that this advertifement is prefixed to the edition) 
that thefc arc the genuine works of the Author^ 
to whom the title page afcribes them ; and that 
they are not raflily obtruded upon the world, 
as pofthumous works too often are, but ofier*^ 
«d after mature deliberation, and under a real 
€onvi£fcion of their being as perfeft in their 
kind as any wherewith this laft age hath been 
prefented. 

Indeed, the bare avouching them to be ge^ 
nuine^ fuperfedes any'further recommendation 
of them. Both the charafter and writings of the 
Archbiihop have been generally fo wellefteem- 
cd, that they ftand in no need of the fufFrage 
of the publiflier, but will be able to fupport 
themfclves (even in an age by no means fa- 
vourable to good men and good books) fo long 
as truth can fland her ground, and found rea« 
Toning with perfpicuity (hall be accounted 
the* chief charader of perfedlion in writing, 
>lpecially upon divine and moral fuhje^. 

O 3 Mofl 
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Moft of the trc^tiTes io this firft vQlume arff 
f ompounded, fomcol two» foQi^ c^ dirce Ser^ 
nioos, joined together in tibe form of contiiiaf 
cd difcouriesy which will accoant fqr ttur 
^ngtl^of fisveralof them, as it alio gave occa- 
fion to entitle them Difcwrfis rather than ^Sf^r^ 
fims. The defign of ^ difpdxtioa was ta 
prefedre the chain of reafoning upon eacl^ 
^ubj^ entire andiminterruptedj^ witboHt tliQif 
lecapitulttions, which^ thoagb neceffaxy ip^ 
deed under their divifion into 4iftini$ Sjermonn^ 
in order t«> aceomsiodate them ta the pplpi^ 
yet. are altogether unneceflary to be retaah'4 
for the perufid of the reader^ w^ would ra^^ 
th^r be incommoded than relieved by fucll 
onfeafonable breaks in die body of a juft dif« 
^urfe« But however no more liberty was ta^* 
ken with theo;i» than would barely anfwer 
this end of convenience, by omitting the in- 
trodudioBS or preambles to the fubfe^ent Ser-* 
mons, when more than one were formed 
upon the fame text^ And becaiife the fame 
liberty could not be fo well tsdcen with the 
four laft Scrn^ons in this volume, which are att: 
like wife upon one text,* therefore they are pub- 
iiCbed intireji as they were found in the copies. 

The 
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The other vQlume confifts whoHy of fingle 
•Seripo^s^ publiihed vfr^ffttm as they were 
preached^ at leaft without any designed omif- 
fioix or aIteratioQ« Mod of them had beea 
delivered at court» before their late Majefties 
Kiqg Wiilimy Qj^vci Uary^ and Qgeen Amu 
as the dates prefixed to theiri will fhew« And 
feveral of them were the Sermons which he 
ufualiy preached in his dioceie, and elfewhere, 
in the latter part of his life^ as being beft caU 
culated, in his own opinion, (fo it may be 
juftly prefumed) for doing good to mankind, 
and the difcharge of his own duty, a$ a mini* 
fter of the Gofpel. 

Could thefe (hects have carried any impref- 
fion of that energy &nd zeal with v«:hich the 
living author of thefe difcpurfes addrefled them 
to his auditors, and to which they owed no 
fmall (hare df that beauty and influence which 
they once had from his own mouth/ they 
would have been more wekome and more 
valuable to the reader. One excellence indeed 
they cannot be deprived of, which, in fome 
meafure, will fupply the want of thofe exter- 
nal and additional graces that accompanied and 
adorned them in the pulpit, wz. that Spirit 
O4 ^ 
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of piety which yet enlivens and breathes 
through them all, and demonftraces them 
to be the real ifTues of his heart, and the 
very didates of his foul, by fuch marks of 
evidence as are eafy to be difcovered, though 
difficult to be defcribed, and knpofiible to 
be counterfeited. 
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PREFACE to the Seventh 
Volume of Archbiihop Sharp^s 
Sermons* 

IN tfic Preface to the two volumes of Ardi- 
hiihop Sbarfs Works, which were lately 
printed) mention is made of a fmall Referve 
of Difcourfes in the Popijh Qmtrmerfy which 
mght pqffiblyy fome time or other y be publijhed 
nmtb other of his Papers relating to that Con-- 
troverjjf. 

When that Preface was wrote, the Edi- 
tor had not determined with himfelf, whether 
this Colledion (hould ever come abroad or no. 
Much lefs had he any Appreheniions that he 
ihould, in fo fhort a Xime, commit it to the 
Prefs. For he looked ujpon that Difpute as 
out of Vogue, and little attended to j and 
alfo confidcred, that the Writings of the Pro- 
tcftant Divines in the Reigns of King Charles, 
and King James IL were very numerous as 
Weil as excellent : and therefore that thefe Dif- 
courfes (though properly enough a Part of the 
Popijh Controverjy) would feem fuperfluous 
and unfeafonable. And under thefe Reafons 

he 
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he was difpofcd to acquiefce, had not the late 
Attempts of the Rmm Catbolich in fuid ^bout 
JuondQn, given Occafion to revive the neglf £ted 
Difpute, and to put Men upon a Review of 
the Subjc&s in Debate between the Cburcb of 
England, and the Cburcb of Rome. This he 
thought a fcafonable Junfture for bringing to 
light the following Treatifesy v^hich have been 
fuppreiTed above fifty Years, and perhaps might 
always have continued fo, if fooje fuch Rea*- 
fon as this had not accidentally offered itfelf 
to ufher them into the World. 

They are all, or moft of them, defigaedly 
calculated for the Ufe of the unlearned Pro- 
teftant. The Author of them had the Care 
of one of the largefl Parifhes in London^ di^ 
ring the whole Time the late Pcpifi)^Qmtro^ 
verfj was on Foot. He was perfedtly well 
acquainted with the Subtilties of the Popijh £)/- 
vines, and knew by abundant Experience apxofig 
his own PariihionerS) what were the princi- 
pal Difficuldes that the inferior Sort laboured 
l^Kler, frpm the fallacious 9nd infidious Per- 
fiiafions and Inlinuations of thofe ^ho ftrove 
to pervert them. What he wrote therefore, 
ftn4 is now pttbliihed^ wi^ pucpofely cpntrived 

as 



g8 a pr^&pt Anti4pte to the Mifchicfs ^ttempte^ 
among his Flpcfe. For whi^h Rcafon Jip cn-^ 
i^ercd as little as pQ^b}e v^a th^ le^nied or 
JiiftOfical Part of the Controvcrfy (as wUl b^ 
obferved, though he was very capable of dif-* 
charging that Part of it with Sijccefs) but con-? 
fined himfelf cliiefiy to thofe Points whicli 
were more immediately nece£ary to guard the 
W«k from the So^iftry of the Jffmtt^ 
and to relieve and deliver die Unwary, who 
were already entangled in their Snares. 

With this View he hath formed his Argu- 
jnents io ptaini and made his Chain of B.ea« 
fonin^ upon them £> natural and fo familiar^ 
that diey apt>ear to be adapted to the Ttafie as 
well as the Capadtiet of (nrdinary Chrifiians. 
Something there is likewise to the 7ajie of the 
Party he pppofes j fuch of them atleaft as have 
any Tafte of Beauty and Excellency in wri- 
ting upon controverted Points; vi^. The 
Calmnefs and Temper wherewith he engages 
them^ and tljie fpecial Care he ^ways takes» 
never to calimmiate w mifreprefent them» He 
was wont to ivf himfelf, ^at in his Sermons 
againji the Fapijis be bad always dealt bonejl^ 
ly and /airly mtb tbem^ charging them with 
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nothing hut what their Church openly avowed iri 
her Creedi and Councils^ and public Offices. 
Which Candour of Temper and Equity of 
Conduit, in any Controvcrfy, though it be 
hot always the rcadicft Means of working upon 
the Vulgar, yet. cannot fail of having a great 
Influence up6n all ferious and well*itieaning 
People. 

He was often prefled by his Friends' to 
jprint thefe Difcourfcs. hiqifelf/ But he decli« 
ned it. When he was fojicited to do fo about 
the Time of the Revolution, or foon aftei: it, 
he gave for an AnfJver, that the Danger was 
then over, and the Defigh ofthemwasfupercededi 
and that to publijh them at that Time would only 
look like making his Court. 

And it doth not appear that at any Time 
afterwards he regarded them, or meddled 
with them, further than to corrcdl and tran- 
fcribe one or two of them which he preached 
at Tork, in order to check fome Attempts that 
the Popifh Priefts were fufpeftcd and reported 
to have made in that Neighbourhood. One 
of thefe was that remarkable Sermon which 
upon the firft Delivery of it inhtsParifli Church 
at London, in 1686, had drawn upon him 
the Difpleafure of King James and his Court, 
^ and 
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and had^ given Occafion to the Order that was 
fent to, Dr Compton^ then Bifliop of Lmdon^. 
to fufpend him, which brought on the 5rw- 
bles of .that Prelate from the ecclejiajlical Com^ 
"^iffion. But whereas in his Tranfcript of this 
pifcourfc, upon the Reviial of it, that Pajage 
lyhich was fuppofed to be moft offenfive and 
gbnofcjoji^^ W.as enf irely left out, (as being a 
particular Anfwer to a certain Argunient that 

hfl4 ^^,0 Aw'f^ ^"^'^ ^^^ Hand in St Giles's 
C^urcl^y )aL$ heTuppofed, by way of Challenge, 
and\which. therefore could not pertinently be 
ijepea^ed when Tip preached the f^mc Sefflibn^^ 
above. twenty Years ^Jter, at his. own Cathe- 
dral)^ therefore recourfe washad for that Pajfage 
to the .fi/fl: or original Copy. And whereas 
the other differences bptwe/:n' the two Copies 
did not appear to be jpaterlal, but to cohilfl 
rath/;f in Cgrrcflion p-f E^cprefljons aftd Style,! 
than of the Matter pr ArgunjeQts, it was judg*^ 
ed moft adyifablc to .follow the' firft Copy su- 
toge^her in this Edition 3 Vf both for the SatiS- 
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ffifipii Raided about in M. S, Jnno i686. 
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h6)&6h of ihe Aeader, Whbf'ii Curio^ vtoiiH 
be better gratified wbk k triit and fkithfiii jle- 
prelentation of the very fame Sermon that pro- 
duced the Effects abovemehtioned; and alfo 
to vmdidite the Author of it, from the uhjufl^ 
i^t&cea6h$ofFafberOrlea}iiup6hk, vfhd know- 
ing nothing of the Contents cf it, thafged ii 
arbitrarily tod iipon he^-f^y; sihd likevi^ 
(for that was another Cdnfider^on worth re^ 
garding) to niake it of a Piece with all Ihe rk% 
iirhich are now publifhed from the firft Hand, 
and without Eoiendation of any kind, fihce 
Hie. Time they were preyed in iSt Giles i 
Fulpit With, this only Exceptiob, that what 
w^ere two Sermons upon 2 Pet. m.t6. appear 
now only as one. And whereas the Seiihoa 
ujpon Auricutar Ckmfejfim was cbhne^ed wldi 
others upon the fame Text, which were late- 
ty printed in the fifth Volume under the Title 
^.Confejfm of Sins neceji/iiry to Jtepentance^ 
^, 145. it became unav^ab^ both there and 
ifere to omit as much as £brved only to (h&ff 
the Connexion between them, and which 
therefore could have no Place iii th^ir pre* 
tent Stat0 of Separatbo; 

Thefo 



l*Bde iftxt Libertjes which JtV ^arhr 
cwds he made nti Scrtiple 6f takUig with the 
poJibUtMm Strmms of Jrcb-Bi/bop tiHotJoh\ 
whofe Authority he atfo pleads for doing ^o» 
The l^ditor hopes he may be indulged in thb 
fame Lfterty, having neVer ufed it hut when 
he judged it neccflfary, ^nd even then with-* 
6ut attering the Senfe, and with as little Chan^ 
Xo the Words, as poflible. 

And now the Header haa all before him dbat 
is requifite for his Information concerning thefei 
Sermons. If. he fhall not find them fo finiflvr 
sd and corroft as thofe already printed, he will 
know where to aicribe the Defeift. An Impur 
t^tion of Rafhnefs in the Publi(her of thenii^ 
grounded on this Iteafon only, will not mucky 
zffcj^ him, provided his fole Ain^ in the Pub-^ 
licadon be anfwcred, which is the prefervingy 
fome People, Jnto whofe Haiids they njs^jf^ 
fall, from the Errors of Popery j' and* ef^^bti^^t 
ing them more firmly ia the Communion of the ^ 
Church qj England. Once they contributei^ 
very inuch to thjs good E!nd. And' it is not 
unreafonable to exped they may do lo again* 
And as it is certain that Dr Sharp owed to 
theoi much of his Reputation in the lafi j4ge, 
fo it is prefamed they may be received with 

fome 



^9 Prj^ace to the fcumtb. Volume^ &cJ 

fome^legree of Approbation in the.prefent* 
at leaft it is hoped| that what tended fo emi- 
nently to advance his Credit tben^ will not turn 
to the Difadvantage of his Memory now. The 
fclofing the Colledion of his Works with his 
earlieft Peformances, is not unprecedented, 
neither can it feem improper to conclude 
his Remains with thofe. Pieces which firft 
ferved to raife his Charader in the World. 

As concerning the Papers fubjoined in the 
Appendix , their Relation to the Subjedl of 
the Sermons to .which they are annexed muft 
Ipeak their Propriety. The firft is a Reply to a 
Letter from a Gentlewoman who had lately fal- 
len Into^ the Hands of Pr Crofs {a Jefuit^ Au- 
tfior of the Contemplations of the Firgin^ and of 
Ibme other Pbpifh Books.) Mrs Kingsmilh 
Letter is printed from theOjriginal, and the An* 
iwer from a Copy of if, of Dr S barfs own wri- 
ting J as all the other Papers that follow, are 
like wife found under his own Hand. They may 
have their Ufe ; at leaftas there ar^ but few of 
them, the Publication of them at tbisTime will 
«cferve no .Cenfure. * 
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A T A B L E of Queftions for ex- 
amining Children and Ydung Per- 
fons in the C A T E c H I s M. (Being 
an. Enlargement of Dr ForcT^ Ta- 
. . ble of Queftions,. printed at the 
End of his Catechism in 1686.) 
in which are contained, Several 
Queftions for examining fuch Youths 
as learn Mr Lewis's Expofition. 

jiDVERTl SEMENt 
By the Publisher. 

j4FTER thirty Years Experience of ibe 
Ufefulnefs of the following Table in a 
Country Parijhy where it bath been made XJfe of 
not only for Catecbizing CbiJdren in the Schools 
and in the Church, but alfofor epcariiining A' 
dults botb before tbeir Confirmation, and before 
their Adnaiffion to the Lord's Supper : It is at 
length recommended to the Publick for the Ufe of 
Families and Englifh Schools-,, but more efpecially 
to the Parochial Clergy , upon a well-grounded 
Prefumption that they will find morefatifaSlory 

Vol. h. " P Efe^f 



2IO Advertifement by the Publisher. 

EffeSlsfrom this Method of InJiruSiing Children 
.and Toutbi than it feems 4t Jirjl f^t to pro- 
mife. 

Jt is not meant hereby in the leajl to difparage^ 
much lefs to exclude the Ufe of Expofitions, Lec- 
tures, &c. on the Church Cateehifmi which 
-may^ and Jhmld be continued tdong with this 
Method: (EJpecially Mr Lewis his Expofition, 
to which this Scheme is adapted^ as well -as to 
the Catechifm :) But only to bear Tejlimony 
from fufjicient Experience^ of thefngular Bene^ 
fit of this Way of Catechizing^ in that it gives 
the Inftruftor a better Infigbt into what the in- 
ftrudted do> or do not. know of the Principles 
of Chrijlianity, than can be, gained by any other 
Methqd whatfoever. For which Reqfon only^ 
this Table which was printed thirty Tears fince 
for the Ufe of a particular Parifh^ is now 
publifhed for the common Ufe and Benefit of 
all who fhall think it worth their while to 
make Trial of it. 



Preface 
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Concerning the "^XJfe vf ibis Table . 

I. 'T^ H E 'Defign of iHeic^C^efTions with- 

JL out 4nfv«iers/ is. IbTmake Trial by 

them, whether Children, who fay the .Gate- 

,chifm readily by Rote^ do feally uriclef(|and 

and coniQdef what they fay* ' 'All thefe,(^efti- 

ons which are numbered^ and amount' In this 

•^abJc to .jCQCi md\upwardi^^We ^i^j^fUpon 

the plain Words, or plain Senfe of thjs.'JSftt?- 

chifm, and..4^d .to J|q^;/)^i;Wdr$j but Mrh^t 

.arc icontafafidjtathe wiy W^irdis of jt :' fipLthat 

thiS)may: b? Ippk*^ PP$n aB*thc;4twen^ 

Qucftions and Anfwers of the Chur^h-^ate-> 

'Chifm, ,l*Qj^e» into » gr^ajt t^Ipmber §f 1^- 

Jiiions and Aofwers, req«#i8g;^»4 ^vijvg^dif- 

tinftly every Propofition that the .CalW^ifm 

.contains* The' Method: wilt.bcft JtpfKV .by 

£xamplc<^ : - . - : : . - I 






^ia "Treface to a Taile of Q^stions 

' Thp TITLE is, 
i. ACATECHI S M. 



*-' 



' That is to fay, > * 

.'jnlp^ru^oB to pe learned pf .every Per/on 
,be^e be he, hroitght to be confirmed by tbe 



In* this^ ^J^I»]£^jBiw thcfc ibrcral Propo* 
'fitibns; • •• ' ' / 

- it A Catediifm ir^Pinftrudtion. ' 

ii • A C4tecliifift46 an'jftvftm learned. 

3; The Cathechifm is 'to be learned of every 
• ' Perfon. ' 

•4^*The Catechifoi is:to be learned of every 
Pifrfon, bfcfote^^lbe brought to be com- 

- firriicd, 

'.5. TfafT.Clatechifin is to be learned of every 
Perfon, before he be brought to |?c 50A-1 
^rmedj by the Bifliop. 

Now that Part of each of thefe Proj>ofiti- 
Cips, which diflinguifhes it from the Reili 
will be drawn out by the following Qucilions 
Jnlo » diftin^ Anfwer. 



for examining Children, -ficcJ '« J^. 

^tfejifon I. What is a Catechifm ? 
Anfwer* An InJlruSiion. 
^ 2. For what Ufe is it ? 
A. To be learned ? 

^3; Pf.whom is At to be learned? 
A. Of en)ery Perfon f 

^4.. When is it to be learned of evcrjr. 
Ferfon? 

A. Before he be brought to ie confirmed. 
^ 5. By whom maft he be confirmed ? . 
A. By the Bijhop. 

Li this Manner the following Table of 
Queftions is contrived to draw into fhort and 
diftinft Anfwers the whole Contents of the 
Catechifm: Without which, or fome fuch 
l^e Method, it is impoflible to know whether 
Children mind what they repeat. If they can 
anfwer thefe Qucftions, it will then plainly 
appear, that they fay their Catechifm neither 
ignorantly, nor heedlefly, which w^ill be a 
great Satisfa£tion to fuch as have the Care of 
their Education. 

II. But confidering how few Children there 
are, fo well acquainted with the Meaning of 

P 3 theij 
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their Catechifm, as to be able to- |o^ through 
their Examination Upon the fkA or fecond 
Trial ; it is more proper to pot this Tlabte into 
their Hands, with Directions to thelm to find 
Anfwi^^ Oiit^of thd Gatechifm, to Ul thefc 
Queftions : Which cannot fail of havmg • this 
goc)d Effect upon-tfcem, that It will oblige 
them to cpniider and weigh each Expreilioii 
of the Catcchifni by itfelf, and to learn how 
the Wofds^ agree with, and refer to, each o- 
ther s which is a Thing they feldom attend to 
of themCelves, and are found frequently to 
iniffiake in, by the falfe Stops and Paufes they 
make in Repetition. It will likewife make 
fhem fee the Relation that one Part of the 
Catechifm hath witK another j and teach 
them to diftinguifli between the Things 
for which Reafonsare given and the Reafons 
that are given for them. And above all 
it will fend more to fix in their Minds a juft and 
clear Senfc of their Duty to God and Man, , 
in Faith and Pradice, as laid down in this (hort 
Catechifm, than their Learning to repeat by 
Rote any Expofition upon it whatfoever. 

III. Bjat in order to make this Table more 
compleaCtly anfwer the Defign, of making 

Trial 
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Trial of Childrens Knowledge in the Gate- 
chifm, it was neceflary to add; a. few more 
Queftions to thofeabovementioned, concern- 
ing the Meaning of fome Wbrds and Expref- 
fions, as Catholick^ Hallowed^ take in Vain^ 
bold Guiltkfsi and the like ; which few Child- 
ren can underftand. And*becaufe thefe Que- 
ftions could not be anfwered from the Gate- 
chifm itfelf, as the others may j there is added 
at the End, a little Table of Explanations, by 
the Help of which all thefe Queftions may be 
anfwered too. They are diftinguiflied from 
the other Queftions by a ^tur^ and Reference 
is made to the Table of Explanations, by fome 
Letter of the Alphabet, the whole Number 
of thefe Queftions being only twenty-four. 

IV. There are a few other Queftions thrown 
in, here and there, without Figure dr Mark 
fet before them ; being fuch as may eafily be 
anfwered from the plain Senfe of the Gate- 
chifm, though the Anfwers lie not in the 
Words themfelves j raoft of them require no 
other Anfwer, than Yes, or No ; they are to 
be ufed at the Difcretion of the Examiner. 

P 4 V. Notice 



8i6 Preface t$ a Tabte of Questions 

V. Notice is to be taken, that all the com- 
mon Queftions in the Csttechifm are here re- 
tained in their Order, only fomething diffe- 
rently expreffed j which was done defignedly 
to teach Children to attend the Senfe of a 
Queftion, and not the Words only, 

VI. The other Queftions out of Mr Lewis % 
Expolition of the Catechifm, which are prin- 
ted in a different Letter and Form, with the 
black Line drawn before them, being to be 
ufed only occafionally, were inferted for thefe 
Reafons. 

Firji^ For the examining fuch Youths as 
repeat his SeSlions^ and obliging them to refledl 
upon what they fay : For all Expofitions arc 
ufually rehearfed as the Catechifm itfelf is, 
merely by rote ; by which Means, they often 
fall flaort of their -defigned good Effed : But 
the moft effcdlual Way of making Children 
attend to the Explanations they recite, feems 
to be this, of feledling certain Queftions for 
them to anfwer put of thofe Explanations* 

Secondly^ 



for exsminif^CutlLDiLiki^i kjc^ : «ijf 

SecsnJfyy For the Ufe of fuch Perfbns; as 
have not Opportcimtyj or Capacity of Learning 
by Hfiztty all MrJje^Vs Anfwcrs andProofe, 
but who may notwithftanding, by reading his 
little Book, be able to furnifh themfelyes with 
fcnfible Anfwcrs to every Particular ^at is he^ 
demanded ; and acquaint them(elves thereby 
with the (nod material Points cpr\tamed in hii; 
Expofition. The Queftions are taken out of 
his Expofition, rather than any other, becaufe 
it is one of the Shorteft in its Kind, and moft 
commonly made ufe of in that Parifh for whofe 
Benefit this Table of Queftions was particular* 
ly defigned. 

If was t bought proper to give- the foregoing 
^jiccount of the Ufe of this Table, to the End 
that Parents and others, who have the Charge of 
feeing Children educated in a religious Way^ 
might be perfuaded to make Ufe of it, in their 
own Houfesy and examine tbofe Children by if, 
that are committed to their Care. They are 
hereby enabled to make a good Judgment of the 
Proficiency of thofe whom they examine : And 
by ufing this Method frequently with their Child^ 
ren^ they may do them more real Service, than 

their 
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rfw* Minifier canr hy bis public^ QOecbizing. 
It is tt> be hoped therefore that tbeyy atnm^'wbwn 
tbefe tables Jhatt be dijirihuledy witt exercife tbofe 
young Onef under their Care^ according to tbefe 
Rules f andqff^ them in folding out their An^ 
fooers^y (if there be Occafion) that they may the 
better approve tbemfehes to their Minifier^ when 
he Catechizes fhem after this Manner^ 
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PART 



I mi 

Of the BAPTISMAL.C-aVEMANT. 

C AXE CH IS ti 

i. WJ H AT Jb your GltfiftJan Name? - 
W xWhatJhouU fhii i^ame put yoi^ 

in mind of? . . 

2- Hov<r cime y^bu by ffife NaftSe ? 

3. When did your God-fethers and Ood-*^^ 
linfotHers give \i yott ? 

-^ — ^Who gave Security to the Churchy for youf 
CkrijUan Educaiibri? 

4. What were you made at your Baptifm ? 
^. Whof6 Member did you then become ? 
6. Were you born his Member, or wcr6 

ybtt madfe |b? 

What were you then^ by Nature ? 
^ — ^Wbat Body is Chrifi the Bead of i or what 
is thai wbieh is called his Body? 

Is it the fame Thing to be d Member of 
Cbrifty ahd tb be a Member ^ his Q)urch ? 
..—Wbat is the Way that Chrijl appointed fot 
tidmitting Men into his Church ? 

. Z)# 
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■ ■ 'Do you think tbatyw mm behng to Cbrift f 
and are united to bim^ as tbe Head of the 
Church ? 

* 7. Whofc Child were you made, at your 
Baptifin? 

ffiat h it to be a Child of God f 

^^-^"(^Wby are me faid in Bdptifm to li made 
Childrenof God and Children of Grace? 
Through nvhom^ are we madefo ? 
''Could we not befo^ unlefs we were Membefi 
^Chri/s Church? 

8. What was you made an Inheritor of> 
when you was baptized ? 
A. * What do you mean by the Kingdom 
of Heaven ? 

— JjF this Inheritance by Right, or by Promife 
and upon Condition ? 

' How are we to makefure the Pojfe/^n of 
this Inhiritance ? 

. 9. When your God-fathers and God-mothers 
gave you your Name, what did they do for 
you befides ? 

10. How many Things did they promife 
and vow? 

11. In whofe Nanjie did they promife thefe 
Things? 

12. What 



fur examtTiingC 9 1 l p r b n, &c.' ji2i, 

12. What i( the firft PromiCe they made in 
your Name ? 

' J5. ♦ What is it to renounce any Thing ? ■ - 

13. Whom arc you firft of all to renounce ? 
'What then is meant by renouncing the Devil? 

■ Jf^ is your chief Gbo/ify J&nemy ? 
\va} A re there any other wicj^d Beings Befides 

bim^ tbatfeek the Ruin of Mankind? — ^ 
-•^---^ Are you obliged by this Promife^ torenounee 

allthefetoo? 

■ D oth Renouncing J oblige us to have no Man^ 

ner of Dealings mth them ^sdua^^ 

14. Whofe Wosks are you to renounce ? 
15' Hoyr ina^y of his Wprksi are you ep 

renounce? 

t ■» tybo wasJt that finned frim the Beginmng^ 

and brought Sin into the World? > 

^^fr^JFhat are bis JFbris^ and as fufh ta be 

renounced? V v^ 

V ■ Who was manifsjledy that be might deftr^ 

the Works of the Devil? 

10. What Pomps and Vanities are you to 
renounce \ \ 

C. * What do you niean by the Pomps ^nf| 
yanjtics of the WQrl4? ^ 



Enemies? 

^^-^^Atienpef^^thr.ewm^ f^^W% \^ Vf^fode^ 

are we torejkfimfrmf • . 

-^^^^rr^JFhdt :Sprt ^ M^^m (f^etf^ ^buMsu, 
we to reje^^ .'.{.- \ 

tnufi we refufe to follow ? ^ .^ 

oftbeFleJh? ^ \ .,..- 

of the Flejh, ndtmul^ • . , 

% . ; ., I nHfffHi^t Cafes (are we fibli^d. to re^ 4betn 

and fubdue tbemf 
^^'i'^f^t.dab^tie Jps^k threaten 4is wiihJf 

we live after the Flejh:? 

M l ■ [ And what doth J)e ,aj^e us \(f^ ,if we 

through the Spirit^ do mortify the Deeds of 
^^be ^oify?^ —' 7' • ^ • *: - 

19. What was the fecond Promife that was 
made in your Name ? 
^ * . 20. What 



for. txammng^C^M t.D.ii^r^ .&c; ^ 

20; WJiat F4* is jt, wfeofc >^FticIes-yea 
are to believe ? 

a.1 . How many of &e Articles did they ffo- 
. mifeyo^i (hould, believe ? .. 

22. What do you call that oil "wjbi^h tbi^ 
■are contdned ? 

J l^b God made bis Faith nec^ar^.toever' 
laJlingLifel 

^-——In whom or in what n^lvtedvU^ to 
•befityedf ' , ■ . . 

Wbat doth Cbrjft tbreatm^^i^ p}bo 

.•beUfve.not t 

23. What is the third and laftji^jxjpjilfc msd^ 
/or jrpo,- by^:^!*rLQqd:^ere:,9n<d ;<5odrmo- 
thers ? 

.24.. What >8rie ,y«j.J)&Bna:.ty .-thfe'Promife 
to keep? 

25^; In. v<rhat are you, to walk ? 

26.,-;Hpw. loijg argjy^u to w»Jk:ift"fliejBc? 

-What didCbriJi bjdbiiJ^^ki^o.iindfaflGb 

otbersto ebfervet. '■,-.■. . , . ; •,,■ 
-T — Unto wbat are we created in Cbtp jfejSts.f 
— Bpw are we to f^fj^e ^r>^:J^ flii: tbe 
Days of our Lives'? i c. -;':;;.:..: 't 

27. Do you think, that you a|e^b%ed4o 
do this, and whatever elfe was pr(»mied ia 
-your Njamc? 

• HmB 



> Bow c(mldy(mr Sureties bind you to do^ and 

believe tbust 

■ ' If yw di not tblis believe anddo^- 'what 
nvill become of the BleJJings of this State you 
are- admitted into? "* 

28. By whofe Help are you to do thcfc things? 

29/Wh3Lt State areyoticaflca to by Baptifm \ 
Is it a State in which you furely may be faved, 
V . if yoti will? t . ^ 

Whofe Fault will it be, if you be not favcd 
* in thb State f ^ ' 

■ ■ TFbat it it that is able to make us ivije 
unto Sahatm^ ' . : : .. • . . . 
- -30. Who'ftalled you tb this State of Salva- 
tion? 

£ 31. Wiua ^id God btfcotne your Heavenly 
Father? 

32. Through wh6Ai-<iid he call y6tt^ ♦ 

3 3 . Wbit do you 46 xti GSl' for calling you 
tothisblegfeii^Stsrte? ^ -^ 

34, How long do you defire to continue m 
thieSfat^?:^^ ^*'^^ ' rr—r-r 

35^ WBofe Grace mufl: you have, that you 
may continue in it ? 

^"---^Wbatik^ you tru^- tie Grace of God 'tBtH 
do for you? \ 

. — of 



for ^eicamtning CfW i l d re n/ &c. 22^ 

Of whom is our Si^iency f 

^.^^^jPhS^bSjt our Heavenly Father promife'dta 
tbem that ajk him f 



.^- •••<••:•.': ■ .p A'-RT .11. 
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rV TTTHAT wis'theTecondTWn^ 

rVV ..: P^^^^; .^P,J^"^^ NaftXCi/^^ your 
Baptirm ?/ 
JEJ. .* .What do yoij.me^n by Faith ? 

i",. Say/ then, what do you believe as a. 

<:hry^n? ' ' \' ' '. \. 

^^^Whatdpth Qx^h^J^nify f / ", , 
''^'-^If^ar Jo you cull thfs Creed f 

■ ^/ i^tf/ </o ^o« . w^<7» ^;^ . Articles of Faith ?, 
-^— ;/SP^^ ^(? j>f(?a f ^// ;V V£^^ Chrijiian Faith ? 

^ /jy-g /^^ Twg/?. necejfary Things to be known 
and believed^ contained jn-this Creed? 

What is thefirji Branch of this Creed? 

what kind of Spirit is God? 

-"—From whence are his PerfeBions? 

■ \ ' ^'Whai do you mean by his being an infinite 
Spirit? 

Vot.IL ' Q What 
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What was before God ? 

■ ■ ■ Can the divine Nature.be underwood by tut 
3. What is it you chiefly learn in this Be- 
lief? 

^^—^What DiftinSiion of Perfons do you obferve 
in this Creed? 

^---'^In what RefpeSl is there a Samenefs and 
Equality in tbefe three Perfons ? 

■ . I n what RefpeSi is there a Diverfty^ or 
Difference between them^ 

Is there in Scripture plainly a Dijinffim of 

Perfons in the fame divine Nature ? 
f 4. Do you fay that you believe in God as 

one God, or in Gods' as more Gods ? 

Do you mean then, that God the Father, God 

the Son, and God the Holy Ghoft, in wHom 

you believe, are three Gods, or only one God? 

5. 'How do you diftinguifh the Father, 

what did he do? 

6. How many Things did he makc^ befidcs 
you ? 

7. How do you diftinguilh God the Son> 
what did he do for you ? 

JP. * What do you mean by redeeming? 

8. How many of Mankind, did he redeem ^. 
9.. How do you diftinguifh God the Holy 

Ghoft, or what doth he for you ? 

G. ♦ What 
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Cr* ♦ What ^o yoxx mtzxi hy fanSiifyf 

10. Doth he fandlify none but you ? 
H. *' WKat do you mean by Ek& ? 

1 1. How many of the Elcft People of God 
doth-Kfe faji^tify? 

12. Of the three Perfons of the Holy Tri- 
nity, which is the iirfl; you are taught to be« 
lievc in f , 

1 3 . Why do you call him God the Father, 
whofe Father is he ? 

L i bow many ReJpeSis is God a Father t , 

fFbofe Father is he by Creation ? 
■ ■ W hofe Father is he by Generation ; or who 
was begotten of him f 
' ■ ffho/e Father is he by Ad(^ion ? 

14. What kind of Father is he, with Re- 
fpeft to his Power ? 

1 5. What was he Maker of ? 

Doth Heaven and Earth take in the whole 
World and all that therein is ? 

Out of what did God make the World? 

By what Power doth the JP'orld fubjifi now t 

16. Which of the three Perfons in the Tri- 
nity was it, that wrought the Redemption of 
Mankind ? ' 

17. Whofe Son is He ? 

Q_a 18. Hath 



1 8. Hath God the Father znymar/b fach 
Sons ? . ^ ... /: . 

19. What was the Na«nc of this Sc>ni when. 
he took Man's Nature upon hina ? 

What doth the Name of Jeftis J^nifyt '. 

^-.^^Wbat doth Chrifi Jignify ? , 

■■ .fg nehat Cffices was yefm anointed? ' > 

By ivhom was he anointed to thefe Offices ? 

Who is it tiat^ governs and frofeSls the 
Church? 

i^ ^ " in which of bis Offices doth he a^ isideif^ 
this? 

» ■■ Who was it that made jitonemenf for-oiff^ 
Sins, by the Sacrifice of himfelf? 

Jfe 'mihich of his Offices did he aU in dmg 
this? .; . 

Who is it that now intercedes for us all? . 
In which (f his Offices doth he aS in this ? 
y ■ 'In which of his Offices did. he a£i^ in teach* 
ing Mankind the Will of God ? 
■ f In which of his Offices did he a0^y in.gut-: 
ding his Church by his Spirit, Word and Mini- 
firy? - 

20. ^yhat is Jcfus Chrift. the. only Son of 
God, with Refped: to us ? 

What Power ^is given unto him in Hea'oen. 
^andinjSarth? ^ j 
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y> jy^itf State was be in. during bis HamHi-^ 

at ion ? 

« 

2 1 . By virhom was hie. conceived ? 

22. Of jvhom waslaeborn ? 

Was he then both God aad Man ? • . - 

■ Did the Divine Nature and Human Na^ 
ture make but one Perjoti? 

23- How, or in what Refpeft, was his Mo- 
-ther Mary different from other Modiers ? • 

^ Why did he take upon him the fame Nafurt^ 

with tboje be di(d for ? - - . , 

Did be; witb Mr Nature, take upon him 
alfo the CorrUptims of i>ur Nature f 

24^ What becsine of Him? 

25. Under whom, did he fufFer ? • '' ' 

26. WhkdidhefufFer? ' -.. 
J. * What do you mean, by being crucijted f 
m. { For what. Aid our blejfed Saviour Juffer ? 

27. What was done with hin>, when he was 
dead? * 

28. Whither did he thendefcend ? . . 
Where lay hiis Bckiy> while his Soul was fe- 

' parated from it ? v — ; 

29. How long, did he lie in the Grave ? 

30. And what did he db^ then ? 

On what Day of the We^k did Cbrift rife 
/igain? ' . .! i 
\ Q_ 3 ^....^And 



'^^ A tabu g^Q^ESTiOMS 

PART III. 

Of Ac Co MM A 8 i> MB M T 8. 

C 4TE CH IS f. 

I. \T[TH AT is the third Thing^ Aat 
VY jrour Qod&.thers and Godmo- 
thers promifed for you ? 

2. How ras^y of the Commandmemsare 
there? 

' ! ■ - ^ How many of them muji you obferve ? 
What muJl you make them ? "' 

3, Who'fpake thefe Comtnandments > 



\^ — rfPhkbas confirmed tbefi Commandmentrh- 
4* In what Chapter, and of what JBdokj do 

.yOii fiodlhcnj:?! !. 

5^ What did God fay to his People IJIr^, 

IJaft before \x€ gave them the Confiinandmentr? 

6. From whence did he fay he brought 
-them?' : f ^ : - ;' . ' 

7. What was the Land of Egypt to them ? 
; $. What is the .firft Cojnmandmejit ^ 

9, How many Gods may we have ? 
Muft we not have God the Father, God thj? 

Son, and God the Holy Ghoft ? 
'jA;e alllhefe then On^ Gpd ? 

^ ^ What 



>■ > i ' J^bat isJt fqbavcm mreGods bt^^I.,. 

■ . ■ X o whom or^yt^forHdJkntQ ^yp the Ho^ 
nour^ue toGod? 

■ " What is required of us intfffs Cgmmand^ 
mettt^ , • 

lo,, Whaj is the fccond Commandment ? 
1 1« What are w^ fprjbidd^n to niake £br a 

12. May we make for a Gqd any oth^r 
Image, that is tyotX gjayen ? 

1 3^ Wha( l/ikenefs »re we forbid&a^x) li- 
keatjod.tp? I / ' 

Jjr it barely the making any Image; (^ P/f- 

ture^ /^^ /j fofbi^dmhere^ .\ :' 

-Or the making tb^m^ niitb fofne particular 

]^&itionJ ' ^ 

• — ^Tf^ithivhat Defign and Intentiony.iire/we 

Jwbi^dfip^nuiketbefn? 

14, But may we not; bjpw: dQWP X9 any of 
thefe^; if they be n>ade ly othi^rs ? . 

15. Nqr pay any ki%4,<5f' ^f^rfljup^tt) thsm ? 
" Is there any Difference bet^v^ioff ih^s^y ^ifk^ 
.Jirfi Commandant j —::;.. .L .3 

^ -What Worjhip is it that tsforl^^Tk iik the 

JirJ^rQmnum^entf', «, \^^ • \\ ' * -- — - 
.—^WhatSort oflfifrj^ziij^^ this 

Ow^ndlP^nt? 
' ' ' . What 
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mmm^Wbatisnqtnred^ intbisCommandfnentf 
]6. What Sort of a God doth he fay he is, 

to deter us from Idolatry, or the Worihip of 
-the Creature ? 

N. * What do yoa mean by a jeabms God? 
jj. How dodi he expreft this Jealoufy, 

with Refped to Idolaters ? 

18. Upon whom, doth he vifitthe Sins of 
idolatrous Fathefs ? 

19. And how long, doth he thus vifit ? 

20. How are they affeAed towards God, 
whofe Children he vifits to the fourth Gene- 

• ration ?» 

21. And how«re they afFeded to him, to 
•whom he (hews Mercy ? 

22 How do Men ihew that they love God ; 
or, what do they? 

23. To how many Generations of dicfc, 
doth he extend his Mercy ? 

24. What is the third Commandment ? 
25I How muft we not take, or ufe the 

Name oi God ? 

O. ♦ What do you mean, by taking i&w iS^/«^ 

in vain? 
^-^-^Dotb the Name of God Jigmfy no more^ 
than tardy the Niamey wbicb be h called f 

— »^^ 
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^ what Sort '6f Swearing 'ii it':,' t^^t we are 
forbidden^ in this Commandment ? 

- — r-Wbat Manner of Speech concerning God 

and Religiohy are we. forbidden? 

What Vfe of the Name df God, or of the. 

^Things belonging unto him, are we forbidden ? 

. -^How ate we to read, and hear the Holy 

Scripture? 

I- ■ ilow are we to treat, wOatJbever hath a 

more immediate RslatJM to km and bis^ Ser" 

2(S. What doth God threaten, to fuch as 
take his Namelu vain ? 
P.. * What is tlje Meaniog of, ^at he will 
not boldguiltkfs t 

27. What is the fourth Commandment^- 
a8. What t)ay is- that we muft keep holy ^ 
,;~^mbat dith the Word Saibdtb Jignify f • 
29. How many Days in ©very Week, njay 
we laboojr? '-: . . 

-■- 30 Wh^ muft we do in thefe fix Days ? 

31. What Proportion of Time, in eveiy 
Week, muft GodV Sabbath take up? ■' 
— -^Wbat naas the Sabbath jet apart fori' 

--^ jyhat is' the chief Jlfifig, in wMch both pi' 

blic and private H^JbipconJfJisf 
J-^^mmt are we to bear, in public Worpp? 
' '" ' ' - — What 



.^^^^Wbat are we to Jet firth f 

'What are, 9f to receive ? 
•'< i W '7>at are toe to medt'fate *«, in ^vat£ ? . 
»—~.Wbat Sort of Em^ment are «w t9 reft 
jrcm attbeSaNxOhf ~* 

32. What Reafon ddth Gpd give for thii 
Cosmtnandt from his owa Eacampte? 

33. What did God make ? 

34. How long was he making th«n ? _ . . 
. 35, Whs^t did he Qn the fpvei^ Pj^y ? 

36. What did he for the feveni JJ^y, 
when be had refted on it?. 
^ * What do you mean by BaBowedf 
;. 37' Why did he ianftify, and' blcls that 
Day? 

-*!— ^ ^ Cbrjftiam obferee the firji Bay of 
4be Week, as the S^ibatKMfleadjftbefe-oentbt 

What is the Sum of what it requiredr- ■*» 

^h^.fottr ComnumdmetUst 

38. What is the fifth Commandment? 

'39' Who are:the Perfons yott^icc herecom- 
muided to honour? 

40 What maythefc PerfogBjejfpeai who 
thi^ honour their Fathers and Mothers ? 
-r^!^fjjw rtiQturedin tbii Cummgndmenty on- 
h*o honour Father and Mother? 
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'..^^.^What is the Duty cfSiiijeSs, towards their 
Princes? 

A^^^What is the Duty tftBe^ People^ ttwards 
their Jpiritual Teachers? 
— ^ — What is the Duty o/^erVaWs, towards 
their Mqflers¥ :..... 

m.^^-'^What is the Duty (f IriferiijrSy ttmdrds 
their Betters? _ .' . ' ' ' 

4 r. What k' the fkth Cornmaridmettt t 
R. * What is the Sin of Murder ? ^ 

Whom, are you fetWddeh to Biarder ? 

ff1i)at Manner or Degree of Hurfy are you 

prbidden to do to ymr hfeigh6oiir t 

What are ybu^f^ndm ^is^Cmmand^ 

menty to bahijhfrom your Heart ? 

44. What is the feycnth Gommandmcnt ? 
5. * What is the Sin of Adultery ? 
-'-"-^What are. .ym forbiddm ti>A^y in gemr-al 
by virtue of this Commafidment ? 
- ' What are you forbidden to entourage ? 
'^--^What art you required to da^ in this OmA 
mandment ? 

43. What is the eighth Commandment? 
Froni whom^ are you forbiddeato do-foi 
""—What is^ ity that we may ndt, tdki a^wfi^ 
fwn another Man? . -. 

• ^^^^^Bui 
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i, , — B ut may we not detain it by Force^ or D^^ 

ceit? 

» ; S ay tbetti nvbat is required of ycu in ibis 

Commandment? 

>^ How is it ycur Duty to relieve the Poor? 

44. What is the ninth Comniandment? 

c . 45* What kxn4 ^^ Tcftimony, or Witncfi, 
muft you not bear ? . 
—— Jjf an- unjufi Accufation upon Oath akne^ 
here forbidden ? 

46. Againft whoo), muft you not bear fuch 
^alfc-witnefs? , 

"'"^•'^^Wbat fHuft you do for your Neighbour^ 
when you know be is wronged? 
^'^-"—Howmujlym judge of others ? 

47* What is the tenth Conunandmeot ? 

48. What are you here forbidden to covet? 
^^^JVbdt Defire of getting other Mens Goods^ 
are you here forbidden ? 

49. What other Things of your Neigh- 
, hours, are you forbidden to covet ? 

What then is required of youy in this Com-- 
tnandmetit? 

H ow many T^abksy are tbefe CommaHdmenti 
divided into? 

---'^JVhat doth the frjl ^able contain, and 
what the fecond? 

— — JQ5w 
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mm^ u S ew then dathsmr Saviour fay of tbeTen 
Comfmmdments^ that tbey are but Two t 

50. How many Things are you chiefly 
taught,, in diefe (pomQiaadnients i . 

J51. Which be they ? 

52. What is ypjir |5ujy to Alou^Qr God J 

53. Say> What are the three firft Dutks. 
you owe to God ? 

54. How muft you love God? 

55. How much Truft muft you put, in 
God? 

56. Wliat belonging to God, mufi you ho- 
nour ? 

. 57. How mvft, you ferve him? 

58. How long muft you ferve him ? • : 

50. What are you in Duty bound to, to*' 
wards your Neighbour ? * 

60. How muft you love your Neighbour ? 

61; How muft you do, unto all Men ? 

62. What muft you do, unto your Father 
and Mother ? 

63 What to tl^; Kingt and all in Autho- 
rity ? . : . . > 

64.. What, to'.your Governors, Teachers, 
Spiritual Paftors, ^hd Matters ? ' ' c 

65. What, to all your Betters ? 

T. * Who are your Spiritual Paftors ? 

66. Wha^ 



. 66. What, sac you not to do, to aiiy fiwiy ? 

67. "VWiat ftiuft yod.bc,- itt all yo»» D«d- 

iiigs? ■ :■•' •;■; •;•"• •-;- -. 

68. What mwft yott indt bear, in^ your 

Heart? ^ * 

'. 6.9. Wlue are ydu ti"kei^ your Ifehds 
firom?- :.--'- -. • J . 

70. And what, your Tongue froteP^ > 

71. How ire yott tok^ your* R)dy ?• 

f yZ' Hoararc you ta tarry yoarfelf towa-ds 
other Mens Goods ? 

73:. Whatare you td Ifearn, and labour for? 

74. How are you to labour for it ? 

75. In what State oiF LJfe,- will y^u- labour 
truly fotltK 

How many of die Cbtnmandtn6ntS"contaia 

your Duty towards God? 
' Which be they ? - 

And howfaanyof thenij contjun your Duty 

towards youE Neighbouf ?' 
Which be they? 

y6i. Whom are you t» fetelieve in, and fear 
above all others ? 

7/. What is it you are to do; with all your 
Heart, and Mind, and'Sctol,; ami Strength? 
Are you to feir and love no other God, in this 

Manner? ; ~ • 

In 
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In what Commandment^ kre you required to 

believe in, and fear» and love no other God 

befides him ? 

78. Whom alone, are you to worfliip ? 
. 79. What are ye to do to him for all his 
Benefits ? 

86. Whom are you to truft and rely upon, 
in all Cafes ? 

^1. What are you to do, to obtain of him 
fuch Abidance as you want ? 
May you not worfhip, or give Thanks to an 

Idol, or graven Image? 
May you not truft in, or call upon any Thing 

fnade in the Likenefs of Creatures ? 
In what Commandment then is it required, 

thM yOu jfhould worfhip, and truft in, and 

call upon the only true God ? 

82. How are yoii to treat God's holy Name 
and Word ? 

What Commandment obliges you to treat his 
holy Name with Honour ? 

83. And what muft you do all the Days of 
your Life ? 

84. What Day in the Week, muft you re^ 
member particularly to keep holy, and fpend 
in his Service ? 

Vol. IL R What 
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What Commandinent obliges you to obferve 
. this? - 

85. Who is it that you mufl: love as your- 
felf? 

i\ 86. To how many muft you do» as you 
would they ftiould do unto you ? 
. 87. Who muft ypu love, honour, andfuc- 
cour? 
1 38. Whom mi^ft you honour and obey ? 

89. And whom, befides the King ? 
i 90. To whom muft you fubmit yourfelf? 

9 1 . To whom moft you order yoarfelf low- 
ly and reverently ? 
What Commandment requires you (hould do 

all thefe Things ? 
^ . .g?^* :Whom muft you not hurt, by Word 
nor Deed ? 

93. Where muft you be^r no Malice, nor 
Hatred ? 

What Conunandment requires all this ? 

94. What muft you keep in Temperance, 
Soberaefs *and Chaftity ? . 

In what Commandment is this required ? 
. 95. In what muft you be true and juft ? 

96. What muft you keep from Picking 
and Stealing ? 

Which of the Commandments require this ? 

97. What 
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97. ;Wiiat muft you keep from EvU-fpcak- 
ing. Lying, and SJandering ? 

By which Commandment are ypa req^xredfp 
•lodaf •' , ' .. 

98. What are you not to covet nor dcfirc? 

99. What muft yoij, d9,. to get. yQur own 
Livingi . . /. / . 

IQO* And what muft you do in tb<5 Sjatc of 
Life, unto which God fhall call you ? 
jBy what Cpmmandmont; are you bound te ^ 

thefe? 



-<*i^ 



' P A R T IV. . 

Of Chrifiian P r a v ^ r. 



CATECBISr. 

i. TV^y good Child, are you ableof your- 
X V X felf, to ferve God, and walk^in 
his Commandments ? 

2. What muft you have to make you atle ? 

3. By what Means muft it be obtained ? 
4^ When are you to call upon God for it ? 
5. How are you at all Times to call for V? 

*■■ * A fter what Pattern muji you pray f 

R 2 ' 6- How 
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• 6. How call you that Prayer which you are 
taught to fay to God daily ? 
- — Why is it fo called f 

Where bath Cbriji taught us this Prayer ? 

Which do you call the Preface in this Prayer ? 
^ 7. Who do yoa here pray to ! 

8. What Relation doth God bear to us ? 

^ — ^/;i what RefpeSimay uoe claim a particular 

Ltterejl in God? 

]^ — flK&y do you fay y Our Father, and mt wy 

Father? 

9. Where is he in a more efpecial Manner 
prefent ? 

How many . Petitidns are iii the Lord's 
Prayer? 

JO. What is the fir ft Petition ? 
, 21^ What is it you pray may be balbwedt 
U. * What do you mean by its being halloa- 
ed ? . 
-: — -% whom is God to be honoured? 

How are we to promote the Honour of lis 

^Name ? , 

X2. What is the fecond Petition ? 
13. What do you pray may come? 
— — What do you mean hy the Kingdom of God? 
— — Where do you pray that God would rule? 
■ What do you pray he would enlarge ? 

^^Wtat 
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^JHat Ptmer mujl be deftray to do fo? 
-^JVbat kingdom is it you fray he. would ba-^ 



ftent 

14. What IS the third Petition ? 

15. What is it you defire may be dmet. 

1 6. Where do you pray it may be done ? 
What is God's Will on Earth, bejides what 

be bath promifed and commanded in bis Word t 

17. How fhould God's Will be done ott. 
Earth ? 

By whom is if done in Heaven f - 
Htw are we to ferve him if we would do 
bis Will as it is done in Heaven ? 
iS. What is the fourth Petition ? 

19. How much Bread do wepray for every 
Day? 

W. * What do you mean by daily Bread? 
' ■ ^j4t what Times muJl we depend upon God 
for a Supply of what we want ? 
■ " / j this the Re a fan why we Jhould every Day 
prayy Give us this Day ? 

20. What is the fifth Petition ? 

2 1. What do you here pray to God to for- 
give ? 

X. * What do you mean by Trefpajfes ? 

22. Whofe Trefpaffcs do you defire God to 
forgive ? 

R 3 — -fliw 
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, Jltnu many af our trefpaffis do fioe defir^ i^ 
be forgiven i . . , 

What Argument do we ufe to God to for^ 

give us? 

23. How do we dcfire God Would forgive 

us r 

24. Whorp. are wc to forgive^ if we wouli 
be forgiven of God ? 

.A— /^? doth this Petition Jbew us the Necef- 
Jtyof? 

25. What is the fixth and kft Petition I 

26. What do you here pray, not to be led 
into? 

JfUfat Temptatimdo we here defre God^ n&t 
to lead us into? 

B oth God ever tempt any Man ? 
■ ■ ^Are allTefnptations by bis Permijion ? 
» J « what Senfe may be truly grant this Pe^ 
titiony when be fuffers us to be tempted? 

27. What do you here pray to be delivered 
from ? 

28. What is the Conclufion of this JPraycr? 
- 29. What do you in this Conclufion ac- 
knowledge to belong to God ? 

30. And how long fhall thefe Things b^r 
Jong to him ? 

3^- Tell 



'31, Tell me again, what do you afk in the 
ArA Petition, concerning God's Name ? 

32. What do you afk in the fecond Petition 
concerning his Kingdom ? 

33. What do you aikm the third Petition, 
concerning God's Will ? * * 

34. What do you afk in the fourth Petition, 
tonccrning daily Bread ? . 

35. What do' you afk in the fifth Petition 
concerning 3^6ur fins ? - 

36. What do you defiire of God, -with reU 
•fpedt to Temptations ? 

37. What would you have him to do fck 
you,; with refpeft to evil ? 

3 8. Say then, in general, what is the Sub- 
fiance of this Prayer 5 what dcfire you of God 
in it? 

39. Who is the giver of Goodntfs? ; 

40. WhatfQoodnefs is he the Giver. of ? 

4 1 . What dcr we firft pray God to fend ? 

42. Tq whom do ye pray God to fend it ? 

43. To what End do you pray God to fend 
it? 

44. That you may worfinp bim^ How* is 
this expreffed in the firfl Petition ? 

4^. That you may 7?rw bim: How is this 
expreffed in the fecond Petition ? 

R 4 .46. That 
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46. That you may obey him: How is tbk 
cxprcffed in the third Petition ? 

47. What are the next Things wc pray 
God to fend us 

48. What needful Things arc thofe wc pray 
him to fend us ! 

49. How many of fuch needful Things ? 

50. How is this exprefled in the Lord'« 
Prayer in the fourth Petition ? 

51. You pray that God would be merciful 
unto us : Wherein ? 

52. How is this exprefied in the fifth Peti- 
tion? 

53* What do you pray to befaved and de- 
fended in ? 
T. * What do you mean by ghoftly Dangers? 

54. What do you pray that God will keep 
you from? 

55* And from what befides ? 
Z. ♦ Who is our ghoftly Enemy ? 

56. From what do you defirc to be kept, 
befides Sin and the Devil ? 

k;j. How are all thefe Defircs expreffcd in 
the laft Petition ? 

58. Whence do you expcft all thefe good 
Things ? 

59. Through 



for examining C h t L d R b n;. &c« 3iS^ 

59. Through whom do you hope to attain 
them? '\ 

60. And therefore what do you fay in the 
Conclufion ? 

6i, What fignifies -/ffw^»? 



P A R T V. 

Of the S it C R A M B N.T S; 

CjiTECHISr. 

1. T T O W many Sacraments are there 

X.X of Chrift's ordaining ? 

2. Where hath he ordained them to be u* 
fed and obfervcd ? 

3.^ Which are thefe two ? 

4. Are thefe Sacraments neceflary ? 

5. To what End are they ncccffary ? 

6. Are they neceflary to fome particular 
Chriftians only, or generally to all ? 

■ fFbat Perfons alone may be fupp$fed to be 
excepted^ from the Obligation oj obferving 
them ? 

7* ^^ 
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X. : 7; Are thire no more fucb Sacraments but 

thcfc two ? 

' 8. What dotk this Word Sacrament fignify ? 

9. What kind of Signs is required in a Sa*- 
crament? 

10. And what muft it be a Sign of? 

ii. Is it a'Sign oFTpiritual Grace beflowed 

upon any Pcrfon ? 

12. Upon whom? 

13. By whom' muft this oatWard Sign of 
Grace be ordained to make it a Sacrament ? 

14. By Chrift^s Authority left with Ei 
Church; or bylCbrift hiwfelC? .. 

15. To what Ufe or End was the out- 
^ward Sign in the Sacrament ordained by 

Chrift? 

16. What doth it convey to us > What is it 
a Means of our receiving ? 

17. What doth it as a Pledge or Tdktfn ? 

18. What doth it aflure us of? 

19. Say then, of how many'FattS dolh a 
-Sacrament confift ? 

20. Which is the firft Part ? * 
ar. Which is the fecond ? 

22. Which is the firft Sacrament? 
— — ^iz^ Command did our Saviour give bi^ 
• jfpofties concerning this Sacrament ?. 

23. What 
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2 J. What iidie outwwd and vifxble Sig«v 
in tljis Sacrament? 

J24. What is the Perfon baptiwd in ? 
45. Jfl wh^fe Nanac is the Perfqa bapti- 
zed •? 

What is the Form of Baptifm ? _ 

26. What is the inward Part or Thing fig-y 
nified in this Sacralneht ? - 

27. Say again, of how many Part^ dcdi 
this inward and ipirltual Grace ccnfift ? . 

28. What is the firflr Part ? . : 
294 What is thjB fecond I^rt ?: > ; ' 

30. What are baptized Perfons, fay you, to 
die unto? . . '. ' \\ ; ' ' 

31. And what are they new born unto ? - 

32. In what Condition, were we all born by 
Nature? . - 

53. And what were we Children of, or. li- 
able to thereby ? • 

34. But what arc we made now ? 

3 5. By what Means are we made fo ? 
»..■ n . ^fybfife adapted Child are you^ as a Child of 
Grace ? 

J I nto what are you taken as a Child of 
Graced , 

— — TFhat^ belonging to that Covenojiti . hmye you 
aUkktot _ 
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■— W hat is the Means <md Pledge thereof ^ 

■ ■ , J s Baptifm alone fufficient in grown Per* 

fons to Salvation ? 

^ ■ 'What muft they do to render itfuffkient ? 

What do you mean by dying unto Sin t 

'What do you mean by living unto Rsghte^ 

cufnefs ? 

By what Means is this happy Cbangt 

wrought in the Soul? 

36. What is required of Perfons before they 
be admitted to Baptiim } 

37. How many Things fay you ar^ requi- 
red? 

38. What is the firft of them ? 
^^-"^^What is Repentance? 

39* ^h^ d^ Men do when they repent, 
or by their Repentance ? 

40. What is the other Thing required ? 

41. What do Men do by Faith ? 

42. How do they believe the Promifes of 
God ? 

43. What Promifes niuft they believe in 
particular ? 

44. Can Children, during their Infancy, 
perform thofe two Things, that are required 
of Perfons to be baptized ? , 

45. Why cannot they perform them ? 

46. Why 
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46. Why then are Infants baptized ? 

What Sort of Title to the Bleffings ofBap^ 

tijhi are Infants capable of on God's Part f - 

A nd what are they capable of being obliged 
iy^y m their own Paris. ? 

47. What do Infants promife at their Bap^- 

48. By whoitt do they promife them both ? 
How do you other wife call thcfe Sureties that 
4^rpmifed for you at your Baptism i . 

49. Who arc bound to perform the Promir 
fes mide for In&nts by their Sureties ? 

-. 5^* When are. they bound to perform 
them ? '. : 

■ ' 1 Gan tbey be obliged to do^ what tbey did not 
aSitially confent tof I 
^^ — ifTbdt Right have Children ofChriJlian Pa^ 
rents to be admitted into Covenant with God 9 . 

5 1. What 13 the fecond Sacrament ? . / 

>■ ' ^Why is the Sacrament called the Lord's Sup-^ < 
per? 

■ ■■■ W hen did he ordain it f ; - . . .' 

52. Why was it ordained ? 

53. How many Things are to be remem- 
".bcrcd in this Sacrament ? 

- 54' Say then, what is the .firft Thing that 
wc arc to remember ? '; .. 
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55. What is the Death of Chrift hcrt cal-| 

— fFby is ChriJ^s Death taikd a Sacrifice 9 
'By whom was this Sacrifice offered ? 

56. How long muft this Death of Chrift \^ 
^us remembered ? 

^ff/jjot do nve jhew forth as often as we eat 
this Bread, and drink this Cup f 

57. What clfe befides the Sacrifice rf 
Chrifl's Deaths do we remember in this Sar 
-cramentP 

58. By what do we recdre Benefits ? 

< 59. What is the vifible Pirt in this Sacra^ 

ment ? 

60. What do ^Ien outwardly recdve iirdifi 
Lord's Supper ? 

.. 61. By whofe Command muft they be re- 
ceived ? 

Why are we obliged to receive both ? 
- 62« What is the inward and fpiritual Grace 
in this Sacrament ? 
Which of the outward Signsi fir cad, or Winei 

fignifies Chrifl's Body ? 
Whidi of them fignifies his Blood ? 

63. By whom are the Body and Blood of 

Chrift taken and received in Ae iiord's Supr 

per? 

64. Hofl[ 
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64. Hov«r are they, taken and received by the 
Faithful? .... . 

* What do tbty^h rightly receive this Sa- 

crament aBually partake of ^ .:..•/ 

■ ^(ywh^-End, didOortfl, ty kii Death- 
merit Benejits for Mankind? ' ' 
^f. What are the Advantages we partake 
of, in receiving the Lord's Supper ? 

66. What Part of us, is ftrengthened and 
refrefhed in the Lord's Supper ? • : 

67. By what are our fouls ftrengthenfid and 
refrefhed? ^ 

68. In what Manner are our Souk ftrengtlii. 
«ned and refrefhed ? 

' fFhat are we afuredofby being made Par. 

takers of the Sacramental Breadand Wine f 

69. What is it th.atPerfons ought to do be- 
fore they come to the Lord's Supper? 

70. What is thc.firil Particular to he exi 
mined? - ' •. --— . 

~-^, tvitbout Repentance, can nve have no 
"Opes of Benefits from this Sacrament ? ** 

7»-' What are Men'tb repent of before thev 
come? ' ' / 

How are they to repent of them ? 
73- What is farther required as a Part 6£ 
frue Repentance ? • 

74. 'VVhat 



74; What arc they to puiT^ofc ? 

75. How are they to purpofe it ? 

76. What is the.fccond Patticolar tobe ex- 
amined? 

fif. wjbttf 5ar/ of Believers vas tins Sacra* 

ment appointed? ' \ ^ 

jf^tb whom have they a near Cmn^ion tn 

this Sacrament ? 

Stnr do they feed on him? . 

77. What kind of Faith muft they have ? 

78. In what muft they have this Faith ? 

■ 79. Through whom doth this Faith cx- 
pefl: Mercy? 

80. What muft be remembered concerning 
Chrift in the Lord's Supper ? 

81. What kind of Remembrance muft we 
have of his Death ? 

" uniat kind of Sacrifice toGod is the Lorii 

Supper ? 

m.~^For what is it offered ? 

82. What is the laft Particular to be exa- 
mined? 

83. With whona muft they be in Charity 

when they come to this Sacrament ? 
^.^Wbat kind of Feaji is the Lord's Supper ? 

. - What doth this Communion of Cbriftians 

one wtb another^ Smify, orreprefent? 

Seme 
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. Some fm Words ,and Exprejpms in A&^ C a* 
T s c u I s M etcphtamd ; to vAdcb Expla^^ 
nations^ Reference is made in the forego^ 
ing ^a^i fy a Star^ and fdme Letter 
of the Alphabet fet before certain ^^• 
JliwUk 

A. * Everlaftkig dory and Happinefs in 
Heaven. 

B. * To caft off, to abhor^ and have nothing 
to do with. 

C. "^ Sinful Greatne/s, and the Pride of Life. 
D« « Sinfiil Pleafqres, and evil Defires of 

our corrupted Nature. 
£. * A firm and ftedfaft Belief. 
IP. * Delivering, or faving us, by paying a 

RanfomtoOod for U6. 
G. * To purify and make holy. 
H. ^ Such as God hath called and cholen to 

be Members of his Church. 
/. * failed Hands and Feet to a Crofs of 

Wood. 

K. ^ The holy Churchy throughout all the 

World. : 

Vol. JI. S L. ♦Holy 
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//. ♦ Holy Men and Women in God's 
Church.^^^ , . 

M. * Riiing again from the Grave ? 

If^ * One that will ndt bear we ihould ho- 
nour any ether befides him ; but wiil fe- 
verely revenge himfelf upon iis of we do. 

O.f Uiing it profanely^ or idly, -either in 
Swearing or odierwife. 

P. ^ He will not look upon as innooent, but 
will punifli, 

i ^ t Set apart, or kHade h<jfly. 

R. * Wilful killing of our Neighbour. 

JS:y Dealing our Neighbour's Wife ? 

T. * The Minifters of God's Word. 

JJ. '* Treated as holy j'that is, reverenced hi 

*:. iwrr Thoughts, praifcd in our Words, •^ftd 
glorified in our Adbns. 

JF. ♦ All Things neccflary for our Souls aiid 
38odics. ' ' ' 

X ♦ All Sins and OflPertces; * ' ' 

T. * AH Dawgers to our Souls. 

^Z. '* The Devil, 'who is the great £Inemy to 
our Souls. 
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LBT.TERS. lictw^ectt tire Uev. 
Ofl/HOMA* Sharp, ArcfrJ- 
deacon of Northun^erlc^^ . ^ftd 
Prebeadary oi\ Durham^ and Miv 

Dr Sharp /^ /*^ Rei). Mr Cockburo, when 
hi returned Mrs Cockburn^i M$S Papers. 

WbitionTi)wet^ Aug. 8^ I743# 

THE jlifcourfes you were plpafed to 
give me the perufal of,, wer.e-fo pn-r 
tertainlng and inftruiftive, that I could, ftarcc 
flop till I got through them ; though, I af- 
fure you, I have not read them n^gligf ntly^r 
but with the attention, which they require and 
deferve, 1 doubt not but they will be well 
received ia print 3 and I am fo defirous of 
their pulJlic^tion, that I think no time fl>ould 
-be Ibil, and therefore 1 return them fooner, 
tjiat I may-fiof in the^ Icaft deprive the ppblic. 
of them, efpecially as 1 do not fee reafon to 

S 2 advife 



z6o Letters upon the Sul^eSt 

advife the leaft alteration either in matter or 
expreilion. 

. I do not mean by this to (ay, that I am ab^ 
folutdy and wholly in the fentiments of. the 
ingenious author* As for the fubjeds of her 
curfory Thoughts, they are fo abftrufe and 
taice, Uiat I can hardly fay, what fentiment I 
am of: for I am apt to hearken and incline to 
every fine rea(bner upon them ; and it is per- 
haps for this reafon, (perhaps for a better) 
that if I were at this very time to declare 
which of the writers on thefe fubjeds I moft 
approve of, I fhould anfwer, Mrs Cockbum. 
* Biit as to the other and principal Subject of 
thefe papers, (which I now thankfully return) 
concerning the foundation of moral virtue and 
tnoral obligation, I am not yet fo fatisfied with 
. any of the accounts I have met with as I 
could wifti to be > and am ftill apt to think, 
there are fome diftin^ions yet Wantmg to be 
hit of, which would reconcile the advocates 
df Dr Clarke, and Dv Waterland^ with each 
Other. ' 

i am, indeed, altogether with the learned 
lady in what (he fays, and oppofes to thofc, 
who would lay thi^ foundatipn in luch low 
and ungenerous principles as felf-lov^, and 



of moral Virtue and niaralOhSgatim. i?6i 

fclf-intcreft. And I am alfo reacfy. to adbii^ 
that the rcafon, nature, and fitnefs of dungs, 
as they now appear to a moral agent, would 
be a fdundation of obligation. So would the 
moral fcrife Irkewife, if they were not bddj of 
them r^olvable into a nobler principle ftiir, 
which can b^ no other than the will of Ood^ 
Perhaps in this I come the! clbfeft'tb Mr 
W- — ^— , though I think our prefcnt audior 
has fairly catched him'irlppingin one pofi- 
tion. Nor do I fee how he can be able to an- 
fwer her laft query put to him. 

Thr things wanting y6t to foe fettled in this 
contrbverfy, are, I conceive, 

ift. What u meant by the ^ord founda- 
tion , as it is commonly ufed by die writers in 
it ? , 

2dly, Whether moral virtue, and m^i^l ob- 
ligation, muft needs have the ^me foundations 
a[nd in the fame fenfe ? 

3dly, Whether the rcafon, nature, and fit- 
nefs of things, ponfidered.as antecedent to the 
divine will, do appear under that confideradon 
to be obligatory to inpraUty ? Or thus : 

Whether rules pf adtion, and obligadon to 
a^on, be npt quite diftinft, and may not 
have diftiiia foundadons, in like manner as 

S 3 > die 



front i}^. authority pf a kw ? 

I muit confefs, fqr my own part, I liavp 
fuch aa undiftinguUhfng hea4» that I CQvXi 
licvcr tsell how to fcpar^e the dfwtial difFercnT 
pes of things (as thjey now appear to mon\ 
agents) frpm the will of , podf. J^ a%ate4 
aatui^is;an exprcffion pf bi« w^^ l^ tb«f« w? 
. jy effcntial diflfacnccs^, 9».4 rplations^.and fit- 
Vfii^ §JO!VV\g foow *^^ : And theircfore I 
Ukc> and I s4bfiKtf^ that expreffion pf M» 

Why may iiot mprality, cqnfidfif^ ia the 
^nd.of Godbe.fore (^rpation^ like metaphyfi* 
qal triiths, be. t4tmately refohed (as your learn- 
ed lady is pleafed to wofd it) into the divine 
ijoderftanding ? And morality, confidered/iij 
its obligations .on rational creatures, be ulti-^ 
mately refolvcd into th^ divine will ? Is there 
any incpnfiftcncy in this diftIn<a;ion ? , 

Though inorality, . as a rule, was eternally 
in the mind of God, like mathematiqil pro- 
portions^ yet there, could be no obligation. tp 
jcpnfprpi to this rule, tflj it became pradticable 
\xy the aftual fubfiftence of things, cxprefling 
ihofe relations jincj fitneflcs j that is, till God 
^^^ ' '^ Jiad 



dom, in a fyftem of works^ cxhdiittt^'ilir 

otitaod tp.iso^ki&iw^ ifait tttofqqndatioa^of d^' 
ligttim tp conform' to; tfaefeuftnefle^ 
1»dn«eaode!ttitothft.di^i»ocJ«^ whacever^e' 
rAtioat9ienifehres.w6ce. >^ i ' 



- • . . . _ ^ . • * > 

ilf« Cockbiirn J Anfwer to Dr SHarp^ 

* TT AM much encouraged in the defign bf 

* Jl printing my papcrs/l>y the favourable 

* opinion of fo good a judge as Dr Sharp ; 
*. who, no doubt, upon.a thorough con^dera- 

* tion, WQuld'be much better able than % am, 

* to clear up the difficiillles he finds in Dr 

* C/^r>5/s fcheme. But fince he is fo conde- 

* fcending to my weak attempts, I (hall freely 

* give my Thoughts upon them. It is, I 

* think, a good ftep towards removing them, 

* that he is intirely againft thofe, v(r ho would 

* lay the foundation of 'moral obligation bn 
\ fyc\i low principles, as fetf-love zn^ felf-in-- 

* tereft\ fer, I. believe, upon a farther reflec- 

* tion it willappear, that we mud either lay 

i /L ' ' *it 



^ Itliiere, or upon die nitiire, rditioiit, and 
^ itMft of things* 

< At tt> the word fmndatim^ though VMr 
^ taphoriodly applied* to thefe iak^bBc^ I do 
' not find, that diere is any amfaigoity in die 

* ufe of it, or Aat any mifunderilanding has 

< happened for want of explaining it When 

< it is fpoke of moral virtue^ it is commonly, 

< 1 fappofe, onderftood (at leaft limvie always 
^ taken it) to me^n the ground on which ipo- 
^ ral virtue foUhf arifes. or that, without 
^ which therp could be no fuch Thing 9s v^- 
^ tue* And fuch a fo^nd^tion, I think, can 

^ be no other than die neceilary relations and 

* effential differences of things ; for upon the/e 
^ even the virtue of obeying the will of Gpd 

* muft bp founded 2 fince, on a fuppoiition 

< that tb^r^ wore no fflential differences, or 

* fitn^i!es refuldng jProip tl^ern, there could be 

< no niore goodn^s in obedlei^cc, than in the 

* contrary. 

■ j^s to the (ecofid qt^eftioi^i ^heth^r mdral 
^ virtue and moral c^Iig^tioo muft have the 
' £une foundatkm, and in die fame fenfe ? i( 
^ feems cjiear to me, that if the i^irr and 

* reafbn of things is . the foundation of moral 
I yirtue^ it imuft be the foundation of mrdl 

f Migafm 



^AUgatim likcwife to rei^abh be&igs. ¥eC' 
not in fuch afedfe as that tbeiecan Wabo^er^ 
fbondaddn of it. > Tlie m$nd fe$fe^ and tbe' 
will ofGod^ are both grounds of obligntHO 
to moral agonts; lihough perhaps tbdr brr 
ing fo niay be ultimatdy re&Ivable into th^^ 
etiemal reafin'offd truth of things, whic)i:I' 
take to be the moft noble df all prioci{iI^> 
as that, to which the divine. Witt. itfelf is al- 
ways conformed. . ;*> 
« On the third queftbii^ whetbd: the.rea- 
fon, nature^ and £mefs of things, when con-' 
&dttidL z!^ ahbecedent io tfa^ divine will, do^ 
appear undsr that confideration to be obI{g^«> 
lory to morisinty ? I have ISifgely exprefl^ 
my fcntiments in the p^pefsv but not/i» 
icems, to the judidous Doi^or's fatisfadion ;* 
who apprehends, th^t ruh of a^on, and f^"' 
b'gation to adion, may be fftitfi diftin^^ &(c»' 
por nxy part, I know not how to concqya 
r^fms or rules of a^on» (I mean eternaV 
^nd immutable r^afc^s) diAinS; from^oi^'-* 
gatim to a€Uon. The rc^o^ oC a law 4r^ 
indeed diftto^flirom the ai4k9nty of the law i 
mA thofe laws, that are ibanded on ttmffh^ 
rary and pmti^ f^ons; c^gf ,f<^ely by the 
f authority pf the iegiflator > but thofe, that 

* are 
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<iaK foetBio< on ftbei mepfiiry cdatmu aid 
^^j^fmtid^Sffiasencex .o£ ihiiigfi^. Jitne^ from 
r4ilofe«t«f«id>niniv a rif^ of bbUgtng 
mOnl dgenis /trior to tlie aoiborit^ HksX ear 
-kiraefrilicfiwi The rcafcsa Und audioritj, 
^^^dfoogb '^Hftm^' ai«, as. J ooncehre, both 
^^^^0)^foQ|idatiauvof c^fi for what 

*<Qi^QireafonstndT«Ic8of a£tiD]»9 ifthejrdonot' 
^-bbligereafiMnbleibebgs to a^confarmafaly 
^ to them? * 

- •^ I would dk,' for wha^ end was manra- 
^< dotd widi a:ftcul(!]r of peroeuring. the tSca- 
< tial diffemiiGca oi thiaga? It is &id bjit Mr 
<-)9^rittrA9»'aiid odMfs^ that they are the' 
,*-' riile, which God has given his creatures to 
^'brifig them ti> a knowledge of bit will. Very 
^ good ; it is icerbuoly a rational dedudion 
^from thdfe fereeptims^ diat itmaft be the 
^ 1r411 of the author of our nature, that we 
^ (bottid ad fuitebly to then^ ; and thia difco- 
^ Very lays^ U9 under an additional obligation. 
^'But by what means do> &oie perceptions 
^ bring ua to this knowledge ? Is it not by firft 
^ fhewkig us our duty, (hewing us what 
^ €ourfe of adaon our nature requires us to 
^ foHoWy and forcing us ^to^^and felf-con-* 
• demned, if wecounteraft them ? And ninft 
- * not 



^ not then t}>e €^0iniial i^^ep ^i^^pd^ 

* rr^^ry fbiMKlatipix of moral Qbli|;^ijpn^? Wi^ 
^ then can hinder .thom from.coatinoingjn 
^ haye a n^^/ of oW^ing rcafynafclq heiogsi 
^ evea though fuc^ beings fhouU ilpp fl^ort^f 
< confiderdng them as uruJe iyspl^fbi (Q kiBm 
^ the will of GfiJy either frona having fg^lfc no^ 
^ tions, or BO notipos,aJ.aUof al>?itjrj Siqcp^ 
^ notwithdandiBg this, they will uoayoidablji 

* apfrgve or condej^n ^t^tiv rQWJty .and Othcu 
^ mens ac^ions^ according to the immuf/ibk W\ 

* tureoi things. And that thif bungs, them^ 

^ under Qbligation^ I the rather infift on> ti^- • 

* caufe J fee not otherwife, how it is poflible, 

* to folve the difficulty propofedto Mr JVar--^ 
*- burton. 

* TThe Dodor inquires, if there is any in- 

* .confiftency in refolving morality, as confider-, 
' ^4 to be in the mind of Cod before creatiofiy, 
« into the divine undfirjlanding y and morality, 

* copfidered in its oblt^^athns on rational crea^ 
« fureSi into the divine will f "J mould think 
' this a very proper diftin^ion, If. applied to^ 
^ poftive precepts T but if by morality is up4er-. 

* ftpod thai Uw> which necejjfirily r^Ailts from^ 
« the nature of foch a fyfteqa. ai mankind;^ 
^ and^ which Odd eternally faw^' would be fitj 

' , *^and> 



1^. IsE'tTilLs tipM tbe SidSfeff 

* aAdf rigftt for them to praftifc, whenever he 
^{rfeafed to ^termine their exigence; I do 

* not apprehend, how the obligations to mo- 
^ raliQr th^s underftood can, any more than 

* the eternal reafons of them, be ultimatefy re- 

* folved into the divine will. It is very true, 
^ as the Doctor finely reafons, that obligation 

* to morality could not take place^ till God had 
^ expreifedhis wittzs well as his wifdom in a 

* a fyftem of works, exhibiting thofe relations 
^'and fitnefTes that were eternally in the divine 
' mind. But I fee not how it follows from 

* thence, that the foundation of obligation to 
^ conform to thofe fitnefles could not be antece- 

* dent to the divine will ; fince the ratios them- 

< felves are allowed to be fo, according to 

* which the divine will determined to create 

* fuch a fyftem ; for it is thofe eternal ratios, 
*" that are maintained to be the ultimate j^2m^/7- 

* tion of moral obligation* The obligation iff elf, 

< indeed, being fuhfequent tq the creation^ 

* though founded on the eternal reafon and na- 

* tore of things, may perhaps be more properly 
^ £ud to be antecedent to all cmjideration of the 
^ divine will, and to any profpeS of reward or 

< punidunent. Whether this diftinSim might, 
\ in #ny m€«rurc» contribute to reconcile the 

^advocates 



^ moral Virtue and n^ral QiUpuion. cafif 
« advocates of Dr Cbrhpd VhWaierlmidi 

< I much obttfat, fiiice U^e laft feein riKfollitt 
^ to admit of no ohligaidpo bot whfll«Qre8:#oai 

< a fuperior will. . ,.:::/::: . ; ' 

« 3vl I would aik, if the vir^ «ffp$d ia.iifp^ 

< pofed to be the oo^ fbun4atipii(:j9fi xsixmX ob* 
« ligadon, upon.wh^t grpaoids VP9hgr« obliged 
^ to obey his wJiU ? I cai^ conceive op othtr^ 
' but either his abfcdute ppvver.to J!i«^ mdre-^ 
^ ward I or the .^(flsg/Jc of obedicQC^ fiboot; ^ 
^ creature to his creatqr. ; TfaeNJMk of thftftf 
^ would bring us dowii, I fearj^^ Xq^ f^ie Idw 
'principles the Dodor difap^rpvres^ and if 
' that is rejeded^ the other returqB us to. that 
' reafon, nature, ^iand eflenti|al^ difiieiseQces pf 
* things, into which, I apprehend^ all obfig^-* 
' tion muft at laft berefp^ved. \ - ^ ' \ ' 

* The Dodor is pleafed to ippipute to an «|f7^ 
ydtftinguijbing head, ths^t he^ could never tftt 
< how to feparate the efiential differences of 
' things (as they now appear to moral agents) 
' from the will of God. But though he can- 
^Mt feparate^ fio doubt he does diftinguijh 
^them. ^< AXL created nature (as he juftlf 
^' (ays) is afi expreflion of the will of God 
: ^ in thefe vea eflential differences and fit- 

« neffcs 
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J)r Carte's reafoningA^ Pny inak# my ttf' 
peflb a cceptoble to faer.- - 

. lam. Sir, 

Twr affe&ionate irotier, 

{ • • • 

t • ' 

» 

. S»me further Tbrnghts ifffered ta the ingemom 

: 4md judicious Mrs Cookburn^- e^er 

ferufd^ ef her Jbbuiom given to three qui- 

' Jiim propofei te heri tipon the fuhjea ef 

moral ^riue and moral tUigatiM. 

Madam, 

AFTER returniogr yoo mai^y thanb 
for your kind aiBftance in clearing up 
my nodoos upon a fubge£k» ihoit you are better 
acquainted with than I am, and that you have 
ftudied more, and to more purpofe than I 
have ; I fliall prefume to repeat a liberty I 
took once before,. and acquaint yoa freely, 
how things appear tp m^ upon, .peruiing. your 
i^ery ingenious Remarks^ which I have read 
with all the attentioa I was capable q/[p 

^^ By 



tjf moral Virtue and maral Obltgatttm, 273 

By the word Foundation, you appre- 
hend the writers on this fubjedt commonly, un-^ 
der/lanJ the grmnd^ an which mbral virtue Jbkfy 
arifes. But are they agreed, whether this 
ground be any one fimple principle, or com- 
pounded of more principles than one ? If 
ground in your definition may be explained by 
principle^ then you are clear, that virtue arifes 
upon one principle only. But a fkilful writer 
among you, as I remember, makes the ground 
to confift of three principles, and is bold to 
fay, that the making any one fingle principle 
the fole ground of virtue, is itfelf a funda- 
mental error in this controverfy, and has been 
the occafion of much perplexity in it. I do 
not undertake to fay, whether he is right or 
wrong in this charge againft the reft ; but I 
bring it as one inftance of a difagreement a*** 
inong the writers about the word foundatfon ; 
which ought to be adjufted by an unanimous 
admiffion or exclufion of the term fokly in the 
definition. 

Again, among thofe, who admit of one 
principle only for the purpofe, (as I think mofk 
of you do) may we not difcover fpme diffe- 
rent conceptions of the word foundation ? 
Oae feqms to confider it as the ground, from 
Vox-. II. > T whence 
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whence virtue is dircdlly produced, or to 
which it owes its birth. Another confiders it 
as a more remote caufe, as the fountain hcad^ 
from whence virtue derives its origin. 

They may both perhaps abide by your defi- 
nition s but then it is not precifely in the &me 
fenfe of it. One will fay it is the ground^from 
wbicb (meaning without the intervention of 
other mediums) it arifes (meaning from 
whence it immediately fprings ^) another will 
(ay^ it is the ground^ on which (mediums fuppo- 
fed) it arifes (but meaning indeed, into which 
it mud be ultimately and finally refolved.) 
Now he, who puts it upon any prtnoiplc, that 
immediately operates, cannot have the very 
. fame idea of foundation with him, who puts 
it upon a remote and diftant bottom. I am not 
now determining to which of tl^fe the word 
foundation may be mod properly applied, bat 
only obferving, that even thofe writers, who 
agree in placing virtue on fome one founda- 
tion, do not yet agree exaftly in their fenfe of 
foundation. 

Once nrore 5 you explain your ground fur- 
ther in thefc words 5 or, tbat^ mfhout tohich 
there could be no fuch thing as virtue. Bui yet 
this feems not to enter into their noti(xi of 
foundation^ who place it in fclf-love and felf- 

intcreftr 
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interei):. For virtue, call it a conformity to the 
reftfons of things, or tojthe will of God, in either 
fenfe, it will be the ^ime thing it was, though this 
foundation of theirs fhould be deftroyed, or out 
of fight. For virtue, even according to them^ 
may be corifidered as difinterefted, that is, in- 
dependently on the fan£tions of rewards and 
punifhments. They will difown indeed any 
obligalion, or any motive to pradlife it in this 
cafe ; but virtue will ftill be what it was ; 
whereas, without the foundation, which you 
give it, there can be no fuch thing. When 
you are pleafed therefore to obferve, that the 
founiatim (f moral virtue ^ upon farther re^ 
Jle&im^ will be found to lie either in the ejfential 
differences^ &c. or infelf'-hve and felf^intereft j 
I would reii^ark, but not in the fame fenfe of 
foundation^ which means, when underftood of 
the one, thaty without: which there could be no 
fuch thing as virtue^ but does not mean thifi^ 
when underftood of, or applied to the other. 

It was upon thefe, and the like refledions, 
that I ventured to fay, that fettling the term 
foundation feemed to me previoufly ncceflary 
in this controverfy about moral virtue. For fi> 
long as there is any ambiguity in terms, it is 
likely thiere will be mifunderdanding of argu- 
iiients* Your escplanatioa of what you yourfelf 

T z mean, 
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mean, when you ufc the word, is ingenuous, 
and I thank you for it ; and I (hall underftand 
. all your reafonings and conclufions on this 
fubjeft the better for this light. But ftili I 
have doubts, whether you can bring your 
foundation to anfwer your definition ; efpe- 
cially in regard of that important word sole- 
ly'; which excludes every thing clfc from 
being in any fenfe foundations; Yet you ieem 
to apprehend this to be plain enough from 
this firigle confideration, that your foundation 
is tbaty without which there could be no fucb 
thing as moral virtue ; and that on fuppo^im 
there were no ejfential differences^ there could be 
no more gcodnefs in obeying GoSs will^ than in 
the contrary. 

Biit now, in my poor apprehcnfion, this 

. fort of reafoning amounts to no nfiore in ftrid- 

c hefs, than this, that moral virtue ftands fo ne- 

c ceflariiy related to thefe ei&ntial difierences, 

&c. that it cannot be confidered even as fub- 

'filling independently^ or exclufive of them, by 

-one who confiders virtue in all its relations. 

The fame may be faid of free will, or of rea- 

ibn in moral agents. Suppofing them away, 

and out of the queflion, there is an end of 

•moral agency, an end of all virtue and good* 

ncfr. And yet you would not call thefc/w«- 

dations^ 
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dations^ at Icaft not the fok foundation, purely 
becaufe they are abfolutely neceffary to the 
very being of virtue. * 

Space is that^ imtbwt which there could be 
no fucb thing as matter; and onfuppofition, there 
nvere no Jpace^ there could be no more matter 
than there could be matter without extenjion. 
Yet if you fhould conclude, or infer from 
hence, that fpace was a foundation, and the 
fole foundation of matter, you would not dif- 
cover fo fine a genius as you have already done, 
in what you faid of fpace among your curfory 
thoughts. 

Should a company of ingenious florifts ,dT(^ 
pute with each other concerning the ori- 
gin or foundation of a flower ; and one 
ihould lay it in the plant producing the 
flower J another in the root feeding the 
plant 5 another in the earth nourifliing th^ 
root) another in the fpecific plaftic forrn 
of that plant ; another in the general laws of 
vegetation, Gfr. each of them might juftly 
and pertinently fay for his refpedlive principle, 
that it is tf ground^ on which the fower arifes j 
and without which there had been no fuch flower. 
Yet it would be hard to prove of any of thefc 
principles fingly, that it is the ground^ on which 

t 3 the 
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the flower folely arifes, or witbiut ^bich there 
could be no Jbwer at all. 

To give another inflancc more dppofite to 
our fubje^. Let us take fome art or fci- 
ence ; mufic for inftahce ; and let the query 
be, what IS the true proper foundation of it ? 

One man conceives it merely as found, of 
which indeed it is a fpecies, and fo lays tbe 
foundation of it In the true and imrhediate 
caufc of found, or from whence found arifeth^ 
viz. the external motions or vibrations of the 
medium, through which, or by which, the 
fenfe of found is raifed in the ear. 

Another conceives it as a fenfation different 
from all other fenfations of found, and diftin- 
guiftiable from them by a certain fweetnefs 
and agreeai)Ienefs, which ftrongly aifedts the 
mind, and fometimes enravifhes the foul. 
Now as there feems no fort of relation or cor- 
refpondence between the undulations of the 
airj^ made by ftrings or whiftles, and this in- 
ternal grateful fenfation, he places the founda- 
tion of mufic in the proper internal ftrudure 
of the organ, which receiving the external 
impulfes, affedls. the mind with delight. 
Hence what we call an Ear^ which is indeed 

properly 
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properly a mufical fenfe^ or tafte, in fome mea- 
fure, common to all, but far more exquifite 
in fome than in others. And it is to this alone, 
be it more or lefs, that we muft refer and 
afcribe all approbation of harmony, and dif-^ 
like of difcord. The mufic therefore is in 
the man, and not in the natural caufes of 
found, which are the very fame way pro- 
duiftive of all founds, whether iiiufical or 
no. 

A third comes, confiders the matter more 
deeply and philofophically ; and after acknow* 
ledging all that is faid of the origin of found> 
and of the neceffity and delicacy of this mufi- 
cal fenfe or tafte, concludes not\vitbftanding, 
that mufic is of noble* birth, and hath its 
foundation in the nature of things, in certain 
eternal and eflential proportions and difpropqr- 
tions. He alledges, that from the monochord 
alone, harmonically divided, arife all the rati- ' 
OS of mufic i and though the common pradi- 
tioners, even the beft of them, may be igno- 
rant of this, or may not regard it 5 yet ma- 
thematicians demonftrate it, and build the 
whole theory of mufic upon it. 

And laftly, another comes, and fays, it is 
very wrong to lay the foundation of mufic, as 

T 4 a 
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a liberal fcience^ or pradHcalart^ in any of the 
things above mentioned. For it is owing 
merely to the invention and will of man. 
yubal was the father of it. and. whatfocver 
improvements have been made in it from time 
to time, have been owing to human ifktll and 
induftry, in contriving of inftrumcnts, and 
facilitating pradlice upon them. That what- 
ever Euclidy and other mathemacians' might 
talk in their books of harmonics, yet both the 
greatefl compofers, and the beft performers 
in this art, quite negledted the theory, and 
followed their own tafte, and laid down arbi- 
trary rules of compofition, whereby fome en- 
tire fpecies of mufic, once in vogue, are now 
become obfolete and impra(flicable. And more 
to the fame purpofe, {hewing mufic to depend 
upon the will of man. 

Now, there is truth in all thefe allegations, 
and each of thefe difputahts lays a foundation 
properly and agreeably to that light, in which 
he views and confidcrs mufic. Neither will 
their doftrine be found to interfere in any 
thing, but in each man's making his moft be- 
loved principle the (o\t foundation of the whole 
fcience. And till they all fliall agree in fome 
one notion of mufic, and abide by fome one 

definition 
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definition of foundation, they may difpute to 
ihc world's end, and be never the nearer co- 
ming to an agreement. 

Now, why may I not have leave to fufped, 
that fottaething analogous to this has happened 
in the ' controverfy about the - foundation <^ 
moral virtue ? That all the wrUibi-s in it are no( 
yet agreed upon a precife meaning of founda^ 
t|on, ' I have endeavoured to (hew above. And 
I think they are- as little agreed in t^ie defioi*- 
tion of virtue itfelf. One confiders it as ^ ami- 
formity of a re^^nahk creature to the will of its 
creator. He prefers this view as the largeft 
and moft univerfal, and in which obligation 
fcems the flrongeft,- and is moft apparent. 
This leads him to lay the foundation folely in 
God's will. And to fecure it he labours to ap- 
propriate all obligation to his way of confider«r 
ing virtue. 

Another confiders it, and with equal truth 
and juftice, as the ctmformity of a reafonaNe 
creature to the nature and reafins (f things: He 
prefers this view as the nobleft in his judg- 
ment, not only from its neccffary connexion 
with eternal truths, but alfo firom^ including, 
as he apprehends, the foundation before men- 
tioned. This leads him to lay his foundation 

folely 
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ibtdy in the eflential differences of things and 
fi^eflbs refulting from theai. Anbther con* 
iiders and defines virtue to be aSing agreeably 
tff right rei^9 viz. fuch as man is endowed 
^itb» or aap^hh of uik^ ; which includes 
iJbe boni'flarte faculty or inftiniS. This he 
prefers %s the ntiofl: eafy ^nd natural way of 
Ott^ideribg vdrtiie, be^auie tbcffe lire nian's 
jproper and innate faculties} and, withoitt 
4oubt, givcte to him to be the immediate 
prtncipks of virtue in him. He muft there* 
&re fix his foundation here in man's moral 
fenfe. 

r . A fourtk: '-chmes, and contemplates moral 
virtiie in all thefe differmt lights and view$. 
And this leads him to found it in three princi- 
.plee^ idl coinciding and concurring to its ivh- 
^fiftance. 

Now there is truth, and there is propriety 
ill all thefe difilerent ways of confidering vir- 
tue, and iii afcribing to^each way of viewing 
it^ a refpedive proper foundation. 

But yel^ widiout firfl deternuning in which 
of thefe views or lights moral virtue is mod 
properly to be taken and Refined, it is in vain 
•to fearch. for the only proper and fole fouo- 

datiao; 
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dation ; for one common foundation wHl tiot 
fupport them all. 

Surely there are words in lang;aa^» thift 
might exprefs to the utmoft» whit ti^wy man 
mean^ by virtue, alidi the founddtio!n he afcril^ 
to yiftae, in whatever i^i^ be views it iiu 
W^onld it not be better to ufe iliefe> than hM 
up a difpnte opon terms diat^^an fo Uad:xir.td 
betakeiiin diffeient fen&sl^.'thofe whoiA 
them? 

AS to the tecond qaeflion, Whether moral 
virtw and moral pikgation mi^ :have. the fame 
ftmndatkn^ arid in the fame fin^% it ftp|^a«s 
from. your anfWer^ that I had reafob \q mtUffi, 
a qu^ftion of it. For thoiigh you ^re fd^, 
that the nature and reafon of things muj8! be 
the foundation of both; yet you add, with 
refpe€t to ^bJ^atiorty but not in, fucb 4 fif^p 
as that there can be no other foundatim pftf. 
So that whiereas moral virtue arifes Jbkfy upon 
the nature, reafon, &c. yet moral ofafigakibn 
arifes not fokfy, but primarily upon it: or, 
as I think you explain it afterwards, the obli- 
gation arifiqg From he))ce is aifteiSedeM to all 
other obligation, that may arife-from other 
fub&quent foundations of obfigatbn; and 
there£>re you apprehend^ Aatthe eflential cQf- 

ferences^ 
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ferenceSa ^c. are ftill the ultimate foundation, 
6r tbat^ into which all obligation muft at lail 
1)ererolved. 

The truth is, the precife meaning of obli- 
gation is as little fettled in this part of the en- 
quiry, as that of the term foundation was 
in the laft. Aiid it is chiefly owing to the dif- 
ferent notions of obligation^ that we have dif- 
ferent foundatiods affigned to it. . Take it in 
a grammatical fenfe, and it implies fomething, 
that efforces upon hlu3ancy ; and in this* fenfe 
of it (when ufed in morality) it ihould feem 
tt^oft properly founded in the landions of re- 
'Wards and puhiihments ; or in the will of 
iY&tti^ who has the power to reward or pu- 

t«i{k 

- *Take it in ^kgal fenfe, and it implies an 

tbbfigA': ahd there muft be two persons at 
le^, that is, two intelligent agents, or two 

rfh^e wills to create obligation in either of them. 

rAnd in<thisi^iew obligation in morals will cer- 

. tainlyl be founded in the will of God. 

Take it in a third fenfe, viz. as an unalie- 

'nable right* th^t truth has to be preferred be- 
fore falfeboocj^; good before bad, by all ratio- 

: n^l creatures tl^at can diilinguifh them ; and 
then its foundjition will be in the efTendai dif- 
ference 
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ferenccs of things, and their eternal ratios, 
fitnefles, G?r. 

Now, I fay, if men do reaifon upon threa 
forts of obligation^ why may they not be allow- 
ed to conclude upon three forts of foundations 
for them ? 

You yourfelf acknowledge a fecondary ob- 
ligation, or an additional one; But to this 
/you are willing to affigri another ground, di-.^ 
flindt from, though coinciding With* the ground 
of your primary foundation. Tliis is right 
and juft. And I am apt to think, you; will 
all agree in your grounds, fo far as' you can all 
agree what obligation is. 

I fancy myielf fomething better prepared, 
by thefe previous confiderations, to judge of 
your folution of my third queftion, mz. Wbe^ 
tber the reaforiy nature y and J^nefs of things^ 
fori/idered as antecedent to the divine willy do ap^ 
pear under that confideration, to be obligatory 
; to morality ? Or thus : Whether rules of aStion^ 
and obligations to aSiion^ be not quite diJlinEty 
and may not have diflinSt foundations f 

It (hould feem plain here, that by rules of 

aSiioHy I mean eternal truths and fitnefles, and 

as confidered in the mind of God only, to be 

future rules of alliens; '^xvikcn^h.loh^ ftiould'ex- 

ift 
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ift with efleotial difFerences^ (^^. And I aik, 
whether in this view they carry any thing of 
i^Ugation ia them ? You reply, you cannot 
conceive rfofom or ruks if oElion (if they be 
eternal and immutable reaibns) difiin£l frm 
cbligatim to a^ion. But here you ipeak of 
tbeie reafons and rule^ as exhibited in the ere- 
ctim of things^ and implying obligation in them- 
Jehes^ and not as they were propofed to he con- 
fidered, ^z. antecedent to God's will ; aod 
patterns as it were in the divine mind of nki^ 
that.were to be hereafter, carrying oblation 
with them. You add, that laws founded oa 
the necejfary relations aed differences of fbin^i 
ba^e from tbofe eternal reafons^ a right of obli- 
ging moral agents : but not before they art 
kwSf or before they are promulgedy or before 
thofe neceflary relations and eiTential ,diff<;ren- 
ces do aSlually eodjl. Again, you fay, what 
Aire reafons and rules of adiiorty if they do not 
oblige reafonable beings to aSt conjormably to 
^ them ? But they cannot oblige thus, //// that 
are reafinabU beings to conform to them. 
Thus it appears, you do not in your anfwer 
confider them in thafiame view, in which I 
took them, when I afked the queftion. But 
indeed in another place afterwards^ you an- 
fwer 
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fwcr to my queftien fully and direftlyi V^'^- -5 
is very true^ that obligation c$uld not take place^ 
till God had expreffed his willt &c. Anda^n 
you fpcak of obligation being. fubfequent to the 
creation. But you add to the firft of tbcfe 
coDceffions, that neverthekfs the y9i«;7</^//m 0^ 
obligation might be antecedent to the diviap 
will, as the ratios themfelves were allowed to 
be. And you add to the iecbod^ that obliga^ 
tion itfelfy as founded on thefe ratios^ might 
perhaps be more properly iaid to be anteoe- 
dent to all consideration of the divine will. 

Yott feem well aware of the drift of my 
queftion^ by tl^^owing in thdfe ohfervations by 
way of fecuriCy to your foundationi and to fill 
up the breach made by the coiice0ions. But 
I hope you will gi?e me leave to make my in- 
ferences aUb from the point, that is yielded^ 
viz. that obligation itfe^^ could not take place, 
tin God bad eo^ejfedbis nmlly &c. andwasfidf^. 
fequtnt to the creation. 

And what I would infer from hecuce is this: 
That as the eflential reafons of things may be 
confidered to have been once a rule of a^on 
prior to any obligation to action ; and as obH-> 
gatioA itfelf (Ud not arllie or take place, tail the 
diilcovery of God's will agreeable to that rule, 

in 
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in the creation 1 there is no impropriety in 
faying, that the rnle of morality is moft natu- 
rally refolvable into thofe eternal reaibns of 
things, and the obligation to morality into the 
divine will. 

But I muft not pafs over vAiztyw are pica- 
fed to obfervei immediately after the concef- 
fions above-mentioned, viz. that the eternal 
-ratios are, notwithftanding, the foundation of 
^ moral obligation, as being themfelves antece- 
dent to the divine will ; and that the cbUgatim 
to conform to them may perhaps be properly 
faid to be antecedent to all cohfideration of the 
divine will, or to any • profpeft of reward 
or'puni(hment. 

When in this argument fpbm the ratios be- 
ing antecedent i you fay, they are allowed to he 
fo\\ ought to explain hcfw far allowed^ viz, 
antecedent to the exercife or difcovery o£ the 

• divine will in the creation } but not antecedent 
to all coniideration of the divine will, which 

'was as eternal, and as immutable, as they. I 
was putting a query upon your own hypothe- 

* fis, not intending to grant any real or proper 
-antecedence in the ratios to God's will; but 

makbga fuppofition of it, to. fee whether, 

upon 
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upoii. your own principles, any obligation 
would follow from it. 

The query was, whether the reafon, nature, 
and fitne(s of things, nvhen confidered as antece- 
dent to the divine will, do appear, under that 
ctm/ideratiorty to be obligatory to morality. 
NoW it feem's upon a difcuffion of this query, 
it appcats, Aat- they arc not obligatory tbem^ 
fehes under this conjiderafiony but they are vxt-- 
vet^AttXt^'i foundation of obRgatimr' That ob- 
ligation icoufd not take place, till thefe ratios 
were exhibited in God's works, is what you 
allow. . And that they are in feme fenfc a 
foundation of obligation, I will not deny. 
But if you make them as you do in one 
place, the primary foundation^ and in another 
the ultimate foundation of obligation^ I muft 
beg leave to doubt of this. 

For, as I obferved upon the fecond queftionj 
they can only be confidered as a foundation of 
obligation, . in one particular fenfe of obliga- 
tion among three fenfes that it is taken in, viz. 
the unaliepable right that truth has to be pre- 
ferred before falftiood, by reafonable creatures, 
that can diftingui(h one from the other. Many 
there are indeed, who will by no means allow 
Vol. II. U / this 
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this to be obUgatim at all. But if . they wiUi 
' not allow the word, they will.fcarce deny the 
thing, viz. fuch a claim upon all beings, en- 
dowed with reafon and free, will, as is tanta- 
mount to what they call oUigaticm, There- 
fore, I do with you give it the name of 0^%^- 
tion alfo 1 and acknowledge a foundation of 
this fpecies of obligation, in the eternal. ratios* 
But then as this is neither the principal, nor 
the moft conunon and proper fenfe of. obliga- 
tion } and as there are other foundations, for it^ 
(as I think you allow) in thofe other fen£bs of 
it i you muft not lay too great a ftrefs on this 
foundation^ which is only partial i nor extend 
it tpo far. Your argument for its being the 
primary foundation of obligation from bur p^- 
ceptions of duty in the eflential difierence^ 
&c. previous to our difcovery, that they are 
alfo the will of God, is not, I think, fufficient 
to entitle it to the primacy : which the moral 
fenfe in that view would claim before it, a$ 
being the firft foundation of obligation, or the 
firft principle, that lays inen under moral ob- 
ligations. And this would be refotved eaiier 
into will, than into the eflential dififerences ; 
though indeed they both have a neceflary re- 
lation to it. 

'^ -The 
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Tire fum of all that I tncan to advcrtifc you 
of ifwithefe reflexions, however coarfely and 
inaccurately thrown together, is this : 

THit.tlJe notions oi foundations »d obliga^ 
tiom are not yet fufficiently fettled. That from 
ihe'tfeft^tfdgment i can make of the ifibc xA 
this controvcrfy, from the various and differ- 
ent acceptations thofe terms appear to be ta- 
ken in, it will be this : Thztxhc principal, not 
the fole foundation of moral virtue, are the ef* 
fential 'differences of things, and fitneffes re- 
fuhing neceffarily from them ; but not. oonfi- 
dei3ed'afi:fe^acate, trlfQ^itty fepstra^ ffom 
the will of God. ' 

And dAtkt :the prmcip^i not th^ fekfoknda^ 
'im of andhd. obligation is the will of God 5 
IxitJXQftiocmfiriCTid^s.'fepar^e, or -poffibly^fd- 
f«rabicrfrdm^hc cternai and iijimwtable ratios 
ofthingL'^. • '! 

And'thftfr-the only proper ultimate founditr- 
t)h ofi mortfl viplue aiid moral obligation, is 
Ood -himfclf ; the only true fountain both of 
wifdomand goodnefs, and every thibg that is 
either perfdS, true, oi right in phyiics^ ine- 
taphyfics, or morals. He is all in all^ the firft 
caufe^/ahd fole origin-ef all.^ 

U 2 Accept 
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. Accept thefe hints with candor from him 
who is an admirer of your reafonings and 
writings* 

Sept. 1743. T. Sharp. 



Mrs Cbckburn's fecond Letter to the Jtev^ Dr 
Thomas Sharp. 

OBober i4» 1743. 

R B V. S I Ry 

* I. ry^HOUGH I fear I am but iU 
^ X qualified to continue a debate 

* with youy who appear to have been more 
< converfant than I with the writers on the 

* fubjeds we are enquiring about ; ^d to have 
^ gone into nicer diftindions, and more re- 
^ mote views of them^ than I have had occa- 
^ fion to confider : yet I beg leave once more 

to lay before'you my plain apprehenfioos up- 

* on thofe farther thoughts you have conde- 

* fcended to favour me with. 

• 

* z. After fetting down what I apprehend 

* the writers on the fubjedl of moral virtup 
f underftand by the word foundatim^ via^ 

'fie 
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' 75&tf ground on which virtue Jokfy arifes ; you 
^ are pleafod to afk, but are they agreed^ whe'-^ 

* ther this ground be any one fimple principle^ or 

* compounded of mori principles than one t To 

* which I anfwcr, no certainly. They are far 

* from agreeing, whether this ground- is the 

* reafon and nature of things, the will of God, 
^ the moral fenfe, or all three united; for 

* that is the very matter in difpute. But then) 

* Sir, I do not take thc(e to be different f en fes of 
^ the word foundation : all thefe writers feem 
' to tne to agree in their general idea of a foun-^ 
^ dation, and each of them to apply that word 

* in the very famefenfe to his own principle^ 
^ as the ground upon which he thinks virtue 
^ folely arifes. Even your fkilful writer, I 

* doubt not, would adliere to this definition, 

* and ^ply it to his three principles, without 

* excluding the term Jblely. So that I cannot 

* yet fee, that there is the leaft ambiguity m 

* the word foundation, or that any explication 

* of it could at all contribute to adjuft the dif-* 

* ferent opinions on this fubjedt. But if you 
^ could perfuade the maintainers of them to 

* agree in applying the word foundation tor 
! fome one or more of the principles contend- 

U 3 f c4 
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ed for, that would indeed efSb^^^yend 
the difpute ; for there the difagrfemeatlies; 
which does not, as I concei>^) atallaiTfc^ 
the fenfe or meaning of the word founda^ 

* 3. As to thofc, yfhoffi you fuppf^§ to have 
difFerent conceptioftfcO^ithat wprd, becaufe 
one coniiders it a$ the grx>uiiid, iram: which 
virtue immediately arxfcs, and anoCher xtonfi- 
ders it as a moxt tmde ground, on -which 
it arifcs, by the infehveiition (f fotne medi- 
ums : I confefs I do not well apprehend the 
ufc of medium^ for the produdion of vir- 
tue, if a fufficient' ground of it h allowed, 
into which it is moft ultimately refolved, 
But as I have had no occafion to confidq: 
thefe nice diftinftions, which have not come 
in my way, I may be in danger of hhinderr 
ing about them, and therefore fliall only 
fay, that I imagine thefe authors may agree 
in their idea of foundation, as a real ground 
^ en which virtue arifes^ though one excludes, 

• and another admits the intervention of me- 

• diuiiis, which do not hinder the ground 

• from remaining immoveably the fame. 

* 4. You 
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* 4; Yoo next objcft to the explanation of 

* my gvQtimd^wz. that fWitkmtHe^cb^ there could 

* l^bo fuci thing as virtue ythzt thm feems 

* not to. enter into their notion of foundation, 

* who place it in felf-lbve, : and fi^-intereft ; 

* for virtue, . you. fay, even according to them, . 
. V may .be confidered as i^:^^r^^^. 

* 5» Now here agaiiT,v> Sir, you .4r^ got 
^ among authors that I am a ftr anger to; 
'for though I have met with fcveral, who 

* xaskcjelf^intereji the foundation oiF moral -oS-- 
' ligatimi I know of ffone who make it the 

* foundation of virtue. This thofe writer^ 
^ commonly deduce from the will of God. 

* But if thofe you fpeak of, found virtue on 

* felf'interejiy and yet allow, that it may be con- 

* fidered as difnterefted ; there miift be fuch 

* incohfiftencies in their fchemcs, and fncfi 
' confufion in their ideas, both of virtue and 

* foundation^ that I will not pretend to anfwer 
^ for what they may mean by eithen 

* 6. But on this occafion. Sir, I am obli- 

* gcd to take notice of a* miftake you hive 

* made in fetting down as my words, that the 
^ foundation of moral virtue^ upon further 
f reflcdion, will be found to lie, either in the 

U 4 * effential 
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^ eflcntkl differences, Gfr. or in idf-lave and 

* fdf-intercft; upon which . you remark^ but 

* fwt in the fame finfe ^ of foundations Now, 

* Sir, if you plcafc to look once auxreintamy 
4aft paper, you will find, thattbofe words 

were fpoke oi moral obligation^ /noi of mo- 
ral virtue: ; for I had no notion of cany one's 
founding virtue op fclf* love and fclf-intercft. 
And as to your remark, there was no occa- 
ilon to confider,' in what fenfe foundation 
might be applied to thofe principles, fince 
my only intention was to engage y»u on the 
fide of the e0entia1 differences, by obferving, 
th^t obligation nwift either be founded on 
them, or on thbfe low principles which you 
had before agreed with me in rejedling. 
* 7. Again, you objed: to my explaining the 
word foundation, by calling it tbaf,^ without 
which there could be no fucb thing as virtue^ 
that the (amc may be faid of free will, or 
of reafon in moral agents : fuppofing them 
away, there is an end of moral agency, an 
end of ^11 virtue. And yet you conclude, I 
would not call thefe foundations, at leaft 
not the fok foundation, purely becaufe they 
are abfolutely neceffary to the very being ofvir^ 

Urn. 
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t Sir, .to 1^. ahToliitdjr necc£&ry .to^ 

* i>p: they are qualifications^ 'without which 
^ there could be no fuch thic^ as /i&e praSide 
y(fji)iftuty ahd'may, if yoit {deafen bccaHefl 
< fotmdatkns of njiftmus praBice. But that fs 
^ quite another idea^ thaa the general \ab/iraS 
^ nature of-virtuti the founditttsm cif wUch 
^ we are enquiringttbbi^t ; a^id.to the coiifB- 
' tuting or ptoflKi^idn of v|i^e in .this ienfe, 
^ I fee not that any thing can be neceffiuy^. or 

* at all conti:il^ute; but the iniii||itable rda- 
^ tions and eflential differences of thihg4 
^ from vAivAii virtiie^confidered ia its iAfiradl 
^ nature^ diredly and folely arifcis. If idi& 
' idea were ftfidly kept to, as it ought to be 
^ in the queftion concerning the ori^ of vir^ 

* tue, there would perhaps have been lefs dif^ 
^ agreeraent:abouteits for I apprehend there 
,' has been much dinbiguity in 'thfe- life of the 
' term virtue y though I cannot perceive' any iii 

* that of the word Jbundatim. ' 

* 8. But to go on with your ^bJ€iJ]ttons,j^f^^ 

* you fay, /> that without which iBere could be, n6 

* fuch thing as matter : yet jroafuppofe I would 
.! npt infer from hence, that j^^ was afoun^ 

* dation^ 



1 4ali9i't «»<^ the^ fiiefiiiniatiott vf matter. •So 
>.'. Hx fionr i^Siffydiati quNMStconfiderfpace s 
i^.hinndgfllijrdi^gatall to,}do mrifh die-|)r0^ 
tlVibfifonof^iiiainer; ^id tkoelbce I fliotild 

^ fh4t /*r ^xi^Wftf ^ tfnttto' ft^f>9fed, . A««c9- 

fyileiioB.'ijf..^?^-*'^^^"^^^'^'^'^ adnuttec^. 
i4r>Bfat ibe Afiehdancgctf virtae -dq' thr^ftir- 
^i !Ual difiift-eifcfoi €f<7, Iff c«f ^«i9< sfnMll^'fia'- 
/i'tuce^-ifinos k«nMr6ly>dtrh«k k( being froifi 
f )4iem. V -•• -'! ." • • — 'i V.-:.': t ■■' ■ : : • -i I ' 
-l' ^ 9t' If'jour ingeniotttf flotiAby DdK> ffiiputb 
.^.ftbdiit the erigmof ft fLkmet^ix the admirer^ 
?. jof ibuficy rnflaafe inquii^.'iiito die bae ^^av/r- 
f.tihihn oC'it 79U fo elcganUjr. defcribe, ait 
i Jagreed, that the thing .ibd^fclBk for is,' the 
f-.'jgriutaJ m.vbid) the jflnwr* nrtbt mu^folely 

* -i^ijht or, .t^t to itibicb fitter moes its beit^ : 
i .lhcd;it ihoukirdeni plajii, jdiat .they areall a- 
f, greed in i^ (eaCo of.ihewordfottttdetron, 
l.aad only difer iJxmt dffi tibing to which it 

* may be moft |»r<Sqp<;rly Ap^Ii^ . And if their 
5 «itor Ue^ ia eac^ inanV making his beloved 
f principle the fik foutdatm of the.ilmivci', 

* or of the miifie; when various principles 
fcontribnce fD'(faeir refpe^^ beings ; then 
i * • ' « this 
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< of whic^ wifl'^fte iqcliffiMSDniji.iniiXxwtoi' 

* more. priB9igj|$$> k kf^i i ttllititf^ qMiiCoimacfe 
' ^^h p|her, ^liibeur ik»tihtmimetrsxaf:iim^&, 
« at alVfhp ponqfi!b8^g«bl»,(go3lo'lthef^ 
« da^axrf ;^ ^«ef, or dkhffin^nfic^ the^^ 

* id^ea ofjhmi^dm^ Ai <:q«f>ilr^.i of anibii 

* te^$ flight di]^e for evec, whether ibnc^, 

* or UJfMv «? 'W'txjdi or all togedler, <rerfe 
5 c|v$ pEQpdkifift cio»odatioa'.£orcavfanife j «id 

* y€St have ,aft ^ V«ry faine^ide^ :of foon- 

* :4&UpiU 9S t^kgtjktt'iwktcbiaidi/eis'j/ikfy ere0' 
f ^^. ...f^tdthis^i^p^Ji^I^rebdad tob6pret- 

< ty JDjefurljf a {WcaUd «il^« widi that of theconi:' 

* tuodeas iSadtA.^ fumdation of moral vir-^ 

< /4?,..who, I cinnoc bat think, are gene- 

< rally, agreed io the precife meaning of that 

* word. ' ' ' 

* to. ]But now. Sir, it is not the fame as to 

* ffie-terinf virtue, ■ which you next confider j 

* fo# I^ni'aptto^hink there is a great deal of 

* ambiguity in the uic of th/rt,"^ as 1 hinted 
!| before^ -Not but Iain perfuaided, that moil 

" ■ * people 
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f peopk «e agreed In thdr general notkm* of 
f tibe nature of virtue } trat when writers come 
< to conCef|d ^ibout the found^on of it» they 

* are apt to fubftitute in place of iSm^ nature 
f ffvirtuei^VlSMX our idea of it^ or the prac^ 
^ tice of k* by tnoral agents* And this per* 
^ haps may havie been fome occaiion of their 
f : denning .difierent foimdations to virtue; 
^ for our idea of virtue, or our pra9ice of it, 

* inay arifefrom oiiMx grmmds than that on 

* which the iAftra& nature of virtue is found- 
:* ed. And thefe different fenfes of the term 

* virtue mayroccaiion likewife various defimti- 
*/ ms of it, .every one defining k according to 
5 the light he has viewed k in, and to the 
^ foundation he has given it in that view. For 

* you may he pleafed to obferve, th&t l9le fc- 

* veral definitions you have ittftanced in, are 

* rather determinatiant of the foundation, of 

* virtue, than explications of Jts nature. For 
^ inflance, to fay that virtue is a conformity of 

* a reafonable creature to tbf wiU of its creator^ 
^ is the fame as to fay, that the will of the 
^ ^creator is the foundation of virtue : but this 
^ gives us no manner of light into the nature 
J of virtue^ till we are informed by other 

* means 
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means what the will of the creator is, and 
and therefore is no proper defimtion of it. 
The fanae may be faid of the reft, except- 
ing: only tfaatt which confiders virtue as the 
^^ormtyof^^AT^a^^ thenar^ 

ture.andrmf(^/tf^ things i for' that diredlly 
acquau^ va^. with, the iiatuf^ of virtue, . Ix 
is tarue, this definitioa determines likewife 
the ^Mindation of virtue, which in diis <x>n«> 
trovprfy vs a kind of begging tbe:quifiicn : but 
then it may be (aid jn excufe of this, (what 
cannot be faid for any 6f the others) that it 
is fcarce poffibleto ^ve a juft and proper de« 
finition of virtue, without exprefiing its re^ 
lation to the nature and eiiential differences 
of thmgs. And this too may ferve as a 
proof, that virtue owes its origin folely to 
them, fince the confideration of them enters 
neceflarily into the. juft idea of its eflence* 
And give me leave to fay, that even in the 
different views, according to which the feve* 
ral writers have defined virtue, the reafons 
and immutable nature of things might be 
{what you think it is in vain to fearch for) a 
common foundation Jo fuj^ort tbem all: all 

! may 
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^ may ts£ty be rcfolved into tiicm/ah^'fc- 
'• cat cly reft trpbfl thcrix. 

* II. I agree With you, Sir, diat the pre- 
** cife meaning of obligattm Is as Kttlc iettfed, 
^ aB you (uppofe that of 'the ierhi-foundb^on 
''^^iobc: «*i y«:*I cannot £Biidc witli yo&V'diat 
«*it is chiefly 'o^^irig to the Afferent notions of 
» oWigatidn,''^ftekf we have ififll^ht likwditi- 
^'ohs affigfiedtt^it j*)rrbave ai^ 
^'ddi that Acre aw feverd^w^ of oWiga- 
^ tiob, Aoi^ f have ddtttttttttly fcej>t to^nc 

* prccifc meahihg of that' tetm^. Aftd accord* 
'^ ihg to my apjprc5ietifi^6S&'6f this taiafter/ there 
*• 'can be but imefort bfoMgatmy if ttterc were 
^ fifty different •fouridado^^ Vl^at yoa 

* call three Torts of obligatfon feemsVto mc 

* three forts of foiiridations, tip'on wiiich'obli- 
** gatioh in one and the fdme fenfe niay, and 

* does arife. " Obligation furcfy' is^ or ought 

* to be the fame idea, Whatever fe fiippbfed to 

* be the foundation of it. I acknowledge, 

* that the precife meaning oif it has not been 

* fcientifically fettled, and that fpme have ob- 
^ feured, and others begged thequeflioii' by 
^ defining it ; but I do not find, that any mif- 
^ underftandings have happened in the contro- 

l veriy 
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* verCy from thefedefeds. I believe, Sif, yon 
< wiUallo^, that people in CQmn^on difcourfb 

* un^erftand one another well enough, whea 
*, Uwy fay they are under m obUgaiion to do 
J fuch. or fuch j^ftlung, ^ugh perhaps they 
« could not define the wofd.. ;An4 /P writers 
« Oil the fubjcdl may be fpfficj^^^^ ggrqed ia 

* the ^nerai meaning of the word| to talk 

* to the purpofe a^ut' ft. withojuVexp^ it; 

*, which fomp of Itjie beft oF tihofe on pi^ 

,^ CSarie's fide of the qucftion Icem to h^vp 

* thought unncceflary,' by their negleding tq 
f do it.' And this has been coo^plained of py 
\ one of their adverfaries, who hjlmfelfdefine^ 

* obligation to ,be fficB a necejjity of aSion^ a^ 
y/i corjji/ient witk likerty : which I think doef 
\ hot make the term'^niofe intelligible than if: 

* wjis. Others of them tell us, 7^*y mean by 
^^M^'^a ,neceffity of aSiim arjfing^ from (^ 
^ proJheSi of'obtaihirig bappine/iy or avoid-f 

* in^ mtfery. And this I take to be bc'jg- 

* ging the qucftibh in favour oF their belo- 

* vpd'. principle. But the moft' accurate and 

* judicious Writer on Dr Clarke\ Mcy that I 

* have met with, defines obligation to be ajlate 
'[J^flhe ttiind^into which it is brought by the per^ 

5 ception 



MQM L E T T B R 8 Upon the^uije^ 

^ ceptioh^aptain reafmjbr offing orjorhar^ 

* ing to off J artfing from the nature^ circunfian-' 
^ cesy or relations of perfons or things. Yet I 
^ &ink this defediye, as not explaining what 
^ that ftate of mind is, in which he places ob- 
^ ligation ; befides that it is a kind of determi- 
^ iiing the fbundatioh he afligns to it, which is 
^ the fubjedt of debate^ and the fault I obfer- 

* ved in their adverfaries. After fo many.jgreat 
^ names as have engaged in this controverfj, 

* I have not ventured upon any definition of 

* obligation in my remarks^ nor did! any occa- 

* fion for it offer. , But fince we are now up- 

* on the unfettled meaning of that term^ I 

* take the liberty. Sir, to lay before you the 
^.explanation I would chufe to give it, and 
^ leave to your judgment, whether ^t is lefi 

* exceptionable than thofe I have objeded a- 
^gainft. By obligation then I underftand, 

* fucb a perception of an inducement to oB^ 

* or to forbear aBing^ as forces an agent to 
f ftand felf-condemnedy if be does not confirm to 

* //. This I think exprcffcs thzt fate ofmnd^ 
f which my admired author hints at; and it 
^ determines no particular foundation, though 
^ it may fuit with them all j and therefore it 

^ • ! might 
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* might be equally received by - the imipfamers 

* of each. . But I much, doubt whfetljer their 

* agreement in this meaning . of obligation 

* would bring thcra all to agree in the grounds 

* from which it arifes. \ ' 
- * 12., We are now come. Sir, to the laft 
' and moil ia>portant queftlon between us, 

* whether the reafon, nature, and fitnefs of 
^ thihgs, confidered as. antecedent ;to thexii-^ 

* vine will, do aj)pear under that confideration\ 

* to be obligatory to naorality? oc. whethei^ 

* rules of action, ^c.^ In my ahfwer to this; 
*- it feems, \ have not confidered eternal ruleS 
^ in the fame view in which you took them; 

* when ybu afked the queftioh. Iconfcfsj 

* Sir, I did not confider them in the view you 

* have now explained them; for I did not ap* 

* prebend, that you intended to enquire, whe* 

* ther the eternal reafons of things were (Ali^ 
f gatory before there were any creatures capa* 

* ble of obligation j or, that you meant by 

* antecedent to the willy, antecedent to his wiU 
' as exprejjedin the creation. Thefe are remote 

* views, in which I had never before occafioa 

* to confider things, except with refpeft to the 

* Deity himfelf, who is faid to be eternally obli*- 

V.OL.II. IL •ged 
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^ gedi by tbe eternal ratios: but in that I do 
^ not fee, that the prefent controverfyiadirei^* 

* ly conicerhed, 

* That, which Dr Cldirke and his followers 

* maintain, is, that the imtautable nature and 
< truth of' things. have, in theoifelves,. an ob- 
ligatory power, to'J^hiohall reafonable be-^ 
' ings ought to conform ; and that this right 
^ bf .theitis ^is antecedent to the divme will, 
^ that is, to zny Jeclarafimof it, by an explU 

* WAf^ command to:pra£iuce moral duties i ante* 

* cedent to ^smfidej^tion of the will of God 
f ihlbfim, or of reward and punKhment an« 
f nexcAto die obfdrvance or neglefit of them* 
f This is plainly their meaning. But when 
^ their ad verfaries fuppori the contrary do(flxine 
' by arguing, that the relations and fitneffesof 
^ things, and the obligation to conform to 

* them, are confequinees of the determnatim of 

* the will of Ood ifi the iriation^ and therefore 
^ cannot be antecedent to his Will; they put 3 

* manifeft fallacy upon their readers (which 

* perhaps they themfelves are not aware of) 

* by fubftituting a quite different confideration 

* of things, in the room of that, which they 

* pretend to oppofe, viz. particular exiftence^ 
' -- .^ *for 
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*' f6r^ general abflraB' ideaiy and the will of .Godi 
5 as tx^i^ in the creation, for the wHl of 

* God explicitly difcovered by the command of 
^ morjil.dvitiea. \ The qucftion furely is not; 
5. whether the eternal rcifons of things were 

* obligatory to reafonable creatures, before thd 

* will of ;God had brought any fuch into, exift*- 

* ence ; for who ever fuppofed this ? But if 

* God created a fyftcm of beings, . conforma^ 
^ bly to certain relations and fitnefles eternally 

* perceived by the divine underftanding ; and 

* he gave them no other law but what refult^ 

* ed from their nature, difcoverable by their 
' natural faculties : Then ihc query is, whe- 

* ther that law of nature does ndti«f itfilf.o^ 
'^ blige therh to cbnform.to it, before any difco*- 
^ very dtber byreafon or revelation df the. vtiW 

* of God concerning it? To urge, in ahfwer 

* to this, that the will <if God is expreffedin. the 

* creation j exhibiting tbofi relatiom andjitfu^jfes^ 

* &c. is a plain fallacy (though it has pafied 

* unobferved) fof the will df'God, as exprijfed 
^ in the creation^ is the v^ry fame with that 

* reafon and truth of things, which are faid 

* to be obligatory as fuch^ without CtmfideHrig 
\ theai as the will of God, They, are indited 

X 2 ' perfeaiy 
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* perfcaiy conformable to the will of God, 

* but not explicitely difcwered to be fo, or con- 

* fidered under that formality 5 yet have a right 

* in tbemfehes of obliging moral agents, whcn- 
« ever any fuch exift, independently of any con- 

* fideration of the wi|l of God in them : So, 
^ that, though obligation could not take place, 
^ as I obferved, till God had exhibited thofc 
^ eternal ratios in a fyftem of beings con- 

* formable to them; ftill the rule of their 
« duty, and their obligation to conform to it, 

* muft, as I apprehend, be ultimately refol- 

* ved into thofe eternal truths, according to 
^ which tficy were formed, and by which 

* they were left to difcover what courfe of 

* adtion their nature required of them to fol- 

* low* And all I think, that can be juftly 

* inferred ivova obligation's being fuSfequent ft 

* the creation^ is, that the exigence of Cf eaturcj, 
^ capable of obligation, is folely refolvable into 
;• the divine will/ 

* What I have fald, Sir, will, I hope, fet 
/ me right in your, thoughts as to any.miftakel 

* may have been in of your meaning, or any 

* mifapprehenfion you may have had of mine> 
^' though I do not minutely go through every 

* particular 
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* particnlar relating to them, for fear of being 

* tedious, and giving you too nouch trouble. 

* But I beg leave to take notice of a diftinSliofi 

* you have fuppofcd for me, where I intended 

* none. You arc pieced to fay, that on the 

* difcuffion of this laft query, it appears^ that 

* tbey^ viz. the reafon, nature, and fitnefs of 

* things^ when confidered as antecedent to the 

* divine will, are not obKgatory them^hes^ bttt 

* they are never thelefs a .foundation of obligation. 

* Now, Sir, as I have all along maintained, 
' tbatthofe eternal ratios are abfolutely obliga*^ 
' tory under every confideration 5 when It (aid 

* they were foundations^ <f obligation^ I *took 

* that to be an equivalent expreffion With the 
^ otheri and therefore ufed them iftdlfFetiently, 

* defighiilg no. diftihftion 5 and wherever I 

* have affirmed, that any principle li^fMndd^ 

* tionof moral obligation^ I beg to fe€'uftdei<- 
l flood, that it is obltgatoi^y to tnornlity. 

* You tell me, Sir, that you will not deny, 

* that the eternal, ratios are, in fome fenfe^ ^ 

* foundation of obligation ; but if I makb 

* them the primary and the ultimate found*- 

* tion, of this you muft doubt. :'Now if they 
{ are neither the ooe nor the other of tbefe, I 

* cannot 
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* cannot gucfs .in wbatfenJe-yoM aHowr. tHcm td 
fbe a fdundation at dK Yoii add, that as 
< you obferv^ed upon the fecond queftibfi, they 
^ can only be cbnfidered aa a foundatioR of ob^ 

* ligation in one particul'ar fenfe of j&bligauoni 

* among three fenfes fhat it is taken in# But 

* here the diflfercnce; between w% is;> that what 
^ you call three fenfis qf ohiigatmyl look up^ 
^ on as three diftinSi fmridatiom of it, arid al- 

* low them all to be properly fuch. ^The rigbt 
f that truth bat to he paf erred befjN:t falJScHx^j 
•^ is according to my apprehenfion, i:K)it'x^liga^ 
^ tiooi, iwfc d grtmndfr(m whence okHgatma^ 
•* rif^s]; and this I nxuft.luivc leave .taxaU the 
y^lti1n4t^ JpffnJationoi ity or that injo which 

* all obligation mvft be r^fqlvcdv. fince the mo- 
^ ral feoi^j/ ahd even the will of God, can on^ 

* lyobligei irt virtue of rea^n, iand truth, and 
> the fiX^U tof things.; 

* 14. /What you dyof the claim the tmral 
^jerife w^uld have to thp. primary by my ar- 
;* gumenty as.th^ firft principle, that lays mcfi 

* under moral obligation, I think,* may id- 

* mit of a doiibt: It feen^ to depend fb much on 

* ciiftom, education^ &c. that I appr-ehendcd 
I it rather to be a c&nfequince of the perception, 

^ which 



r 
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* wbiefe every rational miiid has, in fome.de- 

* grce^ of the cflential difference of ^po^l and 

* evil. However, I was only taking no-f 
^ tice,^ that our knowledge > of duty, by thofQ 
^ efiential differences, was previous to our dif-* 

* CQveryof the will £/fG(?iin.them,.and that 
I therefore. they were. a fcuiKlatian of obliga^ 
f tionpripr to it. , . 

• 15. And now, Sir,, however we wajr^.djfSsr 
' about the ufe of ternas in this controverfy ; 
^ and though I mufl flill nidinUin, that the ef« 

* fential differences of things .are the file foun- 

* datidn of moral virtue (the nature of which 

* I cannotapprehcnd to depend on w/7/, being 

* eternally what it is in the divine underftand- 

* ing) and thatLmufl; likewife . coafidsc ibeo} 

* as the ultimate^ though not the fole foundati- 
^on ofmoralobligation; yet I inltirely a^eft 
*with you in your conclufion, that ^ the mly 

* proper ultimate foundation of mortal *mrtiie^ 

* and moral obligation^ is God bimfelf thefoun^ 

* tain of every thing that is perfeSi^ truiy'or 
^ rigbty 5cc. All eiTential truths are bat^thr 

* neceiTary perceptions -of the eternal mindj^ 

* and adling agreeably to thcflji if ading in cann 

* formity with the mofl: perJeSlrWiU. So that; 
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* I hope; Sir, you' will allow, that virtue and 
^ obligation cannot havea more facred or di- 
' vineorigin, than that,'- which the-foUowers 

* of Dr Qarke affigh .them ; and if you* cannot 
' altogether agree with them, you will at leaf! 
' excufe the (hort fighted views of ^one^ who 

' * would gladly fee thmgs in the* fame light 

* with you, of whofc judgment and candor 

* I have the higheft cfteem, and am, • 

' ' ' ' . * 

... Tout mojl humhk fervant^ 

C. Cock burn/ 



Repjj^ to Mrs Cockbnrn's Jecmd Paper ahtmt 
\ the foundation of moral virtue and moral ob- 
V ligation. 

''Madam, 

I A M greatly indebted to you for explain- 
ing to me fortie points in your pwn wri- 
tings, which I had miftaken^.and for defi- 
ning* fbme of your terms to prevent my fur- 
ther miilakes 3 and for the candid and inge- 
nious 
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nious manner, in which' you have replied to 
every thing, that I'had put queries upon in my 
late tetter to you.- • .... 

• The benefit afifing from thefe effcdls of 
your communicative difpofitidn is, that I uri- 
derftand your wrifings on this fubjeft, and 
the drift of them, better than I did before. \ 

You have given me no fmall fatisfadlion by 
explaining what you mean by moral fitneflcs 
htxvig antecedent to the divine tvilh; for I con-* 
ccivcd, that Dr Clarke and Ttis followers hid 
fpoke of their antecedency to Goii will, in fucn . 
a manner as implied their bcihg Ibme way* in- 
dependent on God himfelf. ' But * your agree- 
ing with mointirely in this pomtr that the on^ 
ly proper ultimate foundation of inorat viffuei 
and moral oiligatidn is Gid^htmfelfy &c. hasf 
eafcd me of the only painful • tbdught I had in 
the controverfy. For, folpn|;as this divine o- 
rigin is afllgl^ed to them, Z^tn' little foUicitdu^ 
about the eyents of any difputcs concerning 
things, that men are pleafed to call foundati* 
ons in fome more qualified, or limited fenfe. 

In your appendix to your .Remarks in the 
Works of the Learned, (whifeh'was added to 
them after I had the favour of perufing them 

in 
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)0 MS. and which was oqca^oned^ , as I ap« 
prehend, at leaft that part, whidi explains i7;it 
tecedencyy hy what I had faid.ia that letter to 
fdr CocOurn^ which accompanied your MS. 
when I returned it) you are pleafed to lay, that 
fhe antecedency Dr C\^ko^\^ bis folhwen 
/peak o/i refpeBs only the e^MUyieclaratiom oj 
Gt^s mil by the command cf movAl virtues : 
And that the will of GoJ, as expre/l, or rather 
implied in the creationy is the very fame, with 
that reafon and truth of thin^s^ which are Jaid 
tf he obligatory as^fuch^ p. ^$g^ And to the 
ikme e^e^ you (peak in- your letter to me. I 
gfadly lay 1k>14 ojF your :aut}iwity for Dr 
Ckrke's renfq«/^^^^^/j!Ahd:I heartily ap- 
prove your remark, that ifoljows/ that God's 
vdll as^et^ejedl &cc. . • Now as I hsui no apprc-r 
h^tiOm till I roadithis appendix^ and your late 
letter to me» that this was yo^r jfenfe of an^ 
tecedent, &c. lyou will the filore readily ex« 
cufe^ what. I qeedlefsly iaid upon, another 
fuppoiStion. . 

. Asothef thing yrfu liave informed me of, in 
which I was greatly mlftaken, viz. that in this 
enquiry into the true ground of virtue, you dd 
not confider it ^%^inpradiice^^ but m its general 

abfiraSt 
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<abfird^ nuturi. This diftind^ioQ. tne^y much 
alters the queftion from what I conccivc<J,it:tt|? 
be. And had I heen aware of r^:b«forei it 
would haye prevented much, of what J faid^ 
on prefumptiont' th^^ fra^ttMl r'liirtm (fay 
whict^ X mean . virftse ; fn Jra^c^j- riwaS thf 
thing. of which thj3^ ^proper /(Mtfi^jHiiofi \w» 

AttciUlSat I hiyfr:/««h«r to-jvifli, i8,':th!f 
«very. body, whd fehg^gcs. ia",thi& .difpiite; 
would s^pJwn 9».:ffftAy andas fiilly.aayott 
have?dQne> what- they pfecifdymMiiiy their 
terms, and in what pniicular Hght they con^ 
fider the fubjed, viz. what they /indwdc. iiy^ , 
or rexchidfe from t^ieir confideration of it.* By 
this nadanS, we ^p»ld not Only tpm^ fooner to 
every writer's true,mianing/ but probably find 
a way opened; to hfiag them to an agifeeihent. 
For,.jt5 ea^h perfcin might perhaps hei found 
to . argue, juftly fromj his own prinfejldcB, and 
upoki his. own eoilceptiofis ; fove^chlperfonls 
principles and reafoniogs upon theni. might 
peirbaps ftand aUbWed in thatfefife hfi main*- 
tains them, witho\jt :oyerturnii)g,:.ar evca 
clafhing wid»tthe;pri««iplcs and/^Ottdofions 
of pt^kers, who confidpRihe tfamefilbj^ft in a 

different 
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dilFerettfi lights and ufe tertns in a dijS^rent 
fenie. 

It was upon this conjedhirc, that I (uggeft- 
*d to you in my firft paper, -the ufcfulnefs of 
fetting out with ail enquiry into the meaning 
x>i the .'firft term in the qucftion, foundatim^ 
as it is ufedby the fevQral writers in this con- 
troverfy^and when that was deteroHried, I 
propo&d to proceed to another qi^^itbn^ the 
folotldn oi^' which would become more eafj 
after the fehfe of the Jfirft term was afcertain- 
ed. And fb on to a third point. Tiiis bccafi- 
oned the agreeable correfpondence 1 hfave had 
with you, ^wherein y<to hattci given m^ great 
light into your own refinid and juft fehti- 
ments upon the fubj6S:s in the particular view 
. you hold it in. But I hawe not yet received 
all the faiisfaflidnf I wiflbted for in my: enquiry 
iafter the fenfe oi found^oim ip this dij(pute. 
You.are plcafed indeed to give me your own 
fenfe of it| which I thank you for, iior have 
I' any right to afk roorc-of ^you u And you alfo 
apply it juftly and • pmp€t\y%6 your ovrn fenfe 
of thetermvirtucj vmcdHfuleredinit$ge7$€r4lab* 
ftruB ' naturk Bat » whehyou foppofe, that aU 
other writers ufe fimMimAtk^ the Jvery Jam 



oj ^ordl Virtue^ and mord Qbtigutton. 317 

fenfe ' that you do, and wouid iAide by your di^ 

fimtimof iti when you fay, that thfte is m 

ambipiity in it y that no mifapprebenfion has a* 

rifen from it ; that, m.explanatim of. it could at 

all contribute to sdjujl the different opinions oh 

this fubjeSi\ you do indeed almoft.iHence me 

from the deference I pay to your opinion, as 

fuch ;' but as.yoii have given it me hitherto 

only as your opinion^ without any reafons to 

fuppo'rt it, I am yet- at liberty to elidt them^ 

for my own further fatisfadipn, if I can. ^ 

If the words of writers on morality are notaL 

ways to be taken in the common acceptation^ (as 

Mr.^. If. and yourfelf agree.*, V. 102^ 

JVorki of . the 'Learned^ ^743) '^^t ^'^ the fenf? 

moll agreeable to the apparent fcope of their 

writings ; and if a word, metaphorically u- 

fed, may be applicjdto different things, and 

yc.' jKtf "^jufi in the fame fenfe : Why niay it 

jiothappeni that in the metaphorical ufe of 

the word foundation, different writers (hall 

not have the fame precife idea of the term ? 

What any of them mean by it, niay be be^ 

coUfcded, if they dp. not oth^rv^rife explain 

»/ . * y?'- *• P: 4^^* ^f ^^^ prcfcot «diriop. 

them- 
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tBemfelves, from the tilings they apply it to. 
And it is my obfervation.df their different ap^ 
plications of it, which creates my fufpicion^ 
that they do not agree, as they ihoald, in the 
idea of it. And if I were penetrating enough 
to difcern Where this difs^reement Jay, I fliould 
hope to contiibote not a litde towards adjur- 
ing their different opinions about the main IuIk 
jeft. . • ' ^ 
^. I had offered at a diftindion oi foundations^ 
even upon your own definition of that term, 
into immediate or proximate^ and remote or ^r/- 
;pW. You feem to think this can do na fcr- 
vice. My hot explaining it by inftanccs has 
left it under the appearance of a nice, per^ 
haps an arbitrary and ufelefs diflindtion. 

' Is not foundation^ when applied to faifh^ 
altogedier as intelligible and deternilnate, as 
when it is applied to nnrtue f Yet if I fhoiild 
fay there is no ambiguity in it, or difference a- 
bout it, Mr Hooker would admonifh me ; who, 
in a difpute about xht foundation of iaitb^ has 
thefe words. 

*^ Let us fee (fays he) what the foundatim 
^* oi faith is. If it does import the general 
Jf ground, whereupon we rcfl, when v^c do 

« believe i 
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V bcHevc 5 tlw. wxiUngs of the Evaogelifts and 

*/ th? Apoftks are the foundation of the 

<* Ci^i)?w«faijh. . Putif theiK^niepf j^^«^^ 

** r/o;f do note the principle thiqg, which is 

*' believed, then is the foundation of our 

*^ faith, God made manifeft in the flefti.'* 

?• 499- . • 

. Here are two fenfcs of foundation very y\r , 

dieioufly diftinguifhed j and th^ more fo, be^ 

caufc, • as I imagine, he grounds, . this diftinfti^ . 

on upon the words of a much greater writciy 

than himfelf, wHq# comparing ih^ Cbrijlian 

churcb> or the congregation of believers to an 

edifice, ufes the word foundation^ in a fcnfe a^ 

near the primary and literal, as it is capable of 

in a figure. " As a wife mafter-builder, \ 

•* have laid the foundation: and other founda^ 

*^ tion can no man lay, but what is kid, which 

" is ^C/^^Ci6r^/' And yet he ipeaks in another 

place of another foundation for this fame edi^ 

fice; which, he fgvs, '* is built on the foun^ 

'* dation of the apoftlcs and prophets, fefut 

*^ Chrifi himfelf being the chief corner ftone," 

W2J. which unites both Old and Neni&'-l'efiamenf 

into a ftrong foundation, and ceoientS' th^ 

whole building both of believing Jews and 

Gentiles. 
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Gentiles. Here \% foundatim zxAfwndatm. 
Both real ones, though not the fame y yet 
juftly applied to the fame fubjed s the one a\ 
principal^ the other as fubordinafe : or, to ufc 
a diftindion I made before, upon your defini- 
nition of foundation I the one, " as^ aground 
•• from nvbicb the thing faid to be founded 
** immediately and direftly arifes 5 and the 
•* other, as aground on which itftands^ by the 
^* intervention of mediums^ as upon its ori- 
<* g\Vi2X foundation^ 

Is there no room for any diftindion of this 
kind in the difpute about the foundations of 
virtue ? 

Once more : I find your admired writer ob- 
liged to have recourfe to another diftindion 
oi foundation^ when his opponent had mifta- 
ken his ufe of that word, in an application of 
it to a ^efis. " Foundation^ fays he, when 

it is applied figuratively to a Thefs^ fignifies 

either the fupport of it, or the orderly intrth 
•^ duSiion to it.*' It feems his antagonift not 
attending to this diftindion, had imagined, 
that foundation of the l^hefs (as it ftood un- 
'defined in the Divine Legation) meant the fup- 
'port of the Thefs. Whereas the author 

meant 
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meant na more than the orderly intt^odu£lion 

May we not .from hence rcafonably - pre^ 
fame, that the writers in morality do not all^ 
rnu0h'4eis ahvs^^ ule the fame tttm founda^ 
dation in their figurative applicatiom of it/itk 
the very fame fignification; though' they do 
^n^t^ intimate aiiy diftindiion or difference, than 
-VFhat niay be colleftcd from the • application 
itfclf?',- - ^ . 

There is an admired writer of the'laft men- 
tioned author, for whom I have alfo an equal 
cfteem, that uksfdundation^ as I think, in two 
different fcnfes : In one, when, applied to the 
'abftra<a nature of virtue, and means the ground^ 
on which virtue folely arifes y or, tbaty without 
which there could be no fuch thing as virtue. 
And in another, when applied to obfigation, 
of which (he fuppofes there may be many 
foundations -, and confequently it cannot be faid^ 
of any one of them, that it is the ground^ on 
which obligation fol^ly arifes^ of that^ without 
which there could be no fuch thing as obligation. 
Therefore, till this otlier fenfe of foun^atloQ 
be alfo explained to us, we muft gather it as 
well as we can from the application itfelf, in 

Vol. IL Y wnich 
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it thznfuficient motive^ or reafinable induce'^ 
menf^ vti vfbkh fenfe It i» vofy ^iie^ takjen. 

It is not my intention to uphold any diipuG^ 
with yott^ Madam*, nol reyta on the.moia 
fobjeA) much lefa upon-'.^c fignificatbnof 
tcrma^ which would not l:aye been iwortk nly 
cnentioniag to you at firft» but foi a OoAq^^ 
that fomediifi^ nMM:e.niatei!iftl depended ti^ctf- 
on. And as my only aim in what I hav^ 
fubmined^ tuid do How fdbmU to your better 
|udgment» is todifcoyer/il lA^^f whether too 
#:«Lrelefs 4nd. lax an \ik of ter;ms has not bee^ 
pne. occafion^ perhaps a priocipai one^ of dif- 
jigreemem am<mg writers ^ lu)d conicqu€atly> 
iwheth^r the fixing their import with ^eater 
.cxadnefs and precifion^ th^ntfie feverd writers 
^ave Commonly done, may not help veiy 
^uch towards finding out where the truth lies 
jamong various fentimcnts, which yet perhaps 
. ^re not fo yamas,, if each were rightly undcr- 
'fiood ; as^hi^ I fay, is my only fcope, I per- 
vade, myfelf yoa will bear with my giving 
jrou my own lenfeof^hc matter more fully. 
^ Foundation, although, ^in its firft proper 
«id liter4 ^^.P^^i ^^ aground or bottotriy wherem 

a build'- 
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f^^mWilgiP(r^Sl(ui^ or any heavy boiyjlands or 
re^s^ as.upm its^ bafis^ it conveys alvay? 

t^i«| fafl;^:i4ca4>, ytt tbejigur<ftive ufc of i^t will 
bQ&»Vi^t»iJ)Cpf tworforiji one more proper, 

-*HWhM proper . . 

The m^^ proper^is, when it is figuratively 

^pl^<^ .\Q, ^gdoOT^ empire, city, Gfr. and 

^gnjfies f()er|r{l*f(UbUi^^ of fuch civil 

ijppfU^futipj^ ; vOr to^hofpitai, college, fchool, 

ror le<St^, 6fr. and ^gni^^s the fetdement 

of ja r«Y^i)))Q:ip fapport focb particular com^ 

•fntwity; or.feftitutiopj w to hiffory, poem, 

dr.ama> &r. and fignifiesthe fubje<ft, mf^tter, • 

^rQundwork, ^x plot ; or to reafoning and ar- 

ment) and %nifies poftinlatuais, or firft pria- 

.<:i]pl$$ Uid do^n to be argued from, &c. In, 

all which inftances^ fomething is conceived to 

J^ raifed as a fupcrflrudtpre, upon what is 

jcaUed the foundation. And thus authorities, 

and proofsi Jupon which any thing can be fi- 

^guratively ffiid to be built, become figuratively 

.foundation?* ^ 

The Icfs proper is when, it is put fo^ the 

root, or fouVce, from which, any thing has its 

.life and beginning, or fprings, or is deduced. 

:Ax\A in this fenf^ it is applied lojirji occfifiom 

y 2' apd 
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and introduSlions^ &c, confidcrcd ds' the ori^i 
of fome things, and to motives^ inducements^ 
8cc. confidcrcd as the fpringS of aftipn; and 
to defgns and ends^-^ confidcrcd cithfet as the wr- 
cqfions of, or the motives to the doing of fuch 
things, as arc afcribed to fuch views: * ' 

And we arc fo far rccohcilcd by ufe to &cfe 
applications of foundation, ihbuglf they arc the 
lefs proper, as to ^prefer them fomctimes be* 
fore the fonncr, 6t more proper J When we 
fpcak of the ground or foundation of a quarrd 
or adifpute, we chufe to underftand it rather 
of the firft occafion, that brought it on, than 
of fubjcift-mattcr of it, or the difference of 
Tcntinients in the contending parties* 

And here Tcanhot help remarking, Aat the 
words, which literally fignify r^, ov beginning 
in the Latin and Greek Tongues s (viz. prirh^ 
cipium and oifx^) arc figuratively ufed ioijoun^ 
* daiion. So that to lay z beginning in Greek, is 
to lay z foundation. * And both in Latin and 
in Englip we hear as much (at Icaft among 
philofophers) of building upon principles, as 
deducing from them. 

In a word, I take both principle znd Joun-^ 
dation in its mctaphorickl ufage^ to be tttms 

of 



of moral Virtue and moral Obligation. 325 

of much (he fame latitude with caufe^ and to 
a,dmit of as g^reat a variety of diftindlions j be- 
cabfe-Jhei<ls fcarce any thing that can be 
called acaufcy which may not be called in fome ' 
fenfe or other a princi^k^^ or a foundation \ ' 
having as near a relation, and the fame kind 
of relation, to that, which Is built upon it^ or 
is dcdudble from it^ as caufe bath to its ejfe^. 
Jt 16 tri;^, ,th« Iqgiqaps /have found it ^e- 
^eiTary, in 4)rdc.r to determine certain precife 

meanings of ^^ gcwraf Jerm ca^fe^ ,^4.'^. 
prevent confufion in the various ufes pf it; to 
diftin|;ui{h and fub-diftinguifti to a very great 
niQpty; Which they have not donei that I 
know of,* with rcfped to the term foundation.. 
Yet I conceive the fame diftindions may be" 
made to ferve both, and thereby, t^i ferve a 
better purpoie, ^oiz. to account in fome^mea- 
fure for mens various obinions about iUcfoun^ 
dation of qipwHty. . " ,^ . , . . 7 • ' 

Give mc^ le^vc on th|s ogcafion to talk a lit- 
tle in the language of .the fchools, for fo much 
I remember bf it, that* if a man were to afk 
me, what wi,s the caufe of virfue afid moral 
obligation (as I think* fome of the writers will ' 
ufe that j?xpreflion, and' cjiufe it rather than 
Y 3 fourt" 
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fiundatilm) I (hoiild firft demand what it was 
he meant by caujiy whether the materia^ the 
formaly the efficient^ or thcjinaiitdf m eveiy 
one of thefe fenfes (to omit the Several fub- 
divifions) cauji is tskin^ and in every one of 
them it nuy be applied to virtue, as being a 
. a ciuje of it. ... 

The nature, truth, and relations of things, 
with their confequeht fitnefles of ^ppiicadon, 
arc jlie material cauje of virtue, *?rney^ aire of 
the eflence of moral reditude, i|)eculiaiive, or 
prafiical. They are the fidje^-matter^ m 
which we conceive moral virtue ought to be 
exercQed, and in which, when it.ispraiS^ed, 
it really is excrcifed. If one fliafl cnufcto 
call thiem the rule^ another the fiundatim of 
morals, I think there is nothing amils, pro- 
vided that their proper place of (hare in tnorals 
be affigned them, and no more, aiid no lefs: 
So that he, who calls them the r^2f of* practice, 
allows them alfo to be the fubjeft of it ; or he, 
who lays the foundation iri them, naeans it in 
no other fenfe, than as a material cdufe^ may be 
coniidered as % foundation of Us e^e<St. 

The formal caufe of virtue is right reafon 
with liberty. Thefe conftitute moral agency, 

and 
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itnd are likewUib of. the t&toct fi£ virtctej 

whichj as Mr Warlmrtotf juftly (^ferves, cp^j^ 

^1^ itt a^$ng.agreea% ta tbpfi niaitonf, i^ 

whi(& we fhui4 to. all beings .whatfoevcri 

Tbefe give mor^ ads their jfMyif/^, (if yav 

will bear with l;hat £;;hoQi te^ .uied i9 thif' 

defioitioB. ai formfi) . tluit l^ npt- only diftipy 

gttii^e$ ihem froni the adks of bniMs, but ^^9% 

Cbem their pr<^)!ef ranb aQd^^jgpity. am&ag 

h\>mai» a^09^ V th(it|rq)liiKi3J^r«4^r, $rPI9 

whicli ^oy am ^^Qommated viritue. . For tb^ 

n^Qas: fivea ;oC ftegfonable ci«ataf^s» howiqyer 

4f6mboai[A (of themselves) to tfa» ii|ture, truths 

end rdations of things ;if J^oc^ j^pygh ae^ 

cefficjr, tJwrottgh |ga9i;ap«DC,'9r,'ip«i^e word, , 

wtboHt.morM iif(imti(»ii ctana^ be accoaDte4 

virtue* . However %hii^ dgay, beifafd:(o coo^ 

wHhin the m^tir of )t,r5<S/Jt^^^l»«e aot t^tf 

^w» of v|rtue< R«af(^ ^4' liberty, alone cai^ 

conftitute that,' S<ime indeed >(ir4l i^uic t^ 

call chefb the notary qtutHfci^msjf9tb( fN^ 

tice rf 'oirtue i perl»piii£oi/ound4tim.^Vtrr 

twm p-gSKces, Yd fnidy diey tre, '» canfii' 

tuent part of virtia ia e«ei!y Idea 'of it, land arf 

to it» iir the divi/S«n of cauies^ ittpfl properly 

what thefmnai ctufe is toi the elTed. 

y'4 Nor 
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• Nor am I making any new diftindlions on 
virtue, when I thus confider it materially and 
. firmally : For moralifts have fo confidered \i 
long ago, 'making both this • matter and this 
fmn rcquifite to its being. They may nottsfe 
iniieed iht very terms cauje', or foundation^ but 
^which com<!s to the fame thing) they fpeak 
fef internal -principles of virtue, which tiicy 
liivide into material ^tnAJhrm^j ^fc the efientkl 
ttonftkucnt parts of- k, by Which k 4^ Cdn- 

ttivcd/ andtitidcrftood a^lt were, a priori^ 

' » . . 

^*' Qfatroin^vrho gives tfs th^'ftndments of the 
generality oF the philofopherrf, fays, that the 
fnaterialprihciple of virtue is ^^enature-of-tbings 

jo far as it is a rule tfcmf&mttyy'OrarfidfeS 
vf moral; praSRce. ^iridupi/tt this all virtue 

fldndsy fays he,^^i // 'weh lOpon its fow^dafim 
{this exprcffion wiWlndt cliQ>leafe you.) ^ 

fmrnl-frhctpk i\ ri^i*9afm ^ fdr^ adds he, 
^ben evef^*^*'thing is conjtdered and treated as 
right r^afin teaches it /h^l4 he confidered and 
-treated^ then virtue comes fiHh in its perf$Bim. 
'Then he -proceeds to other principles of vir- 
tue, vr^hibh he ftylcs the romplex siecefiary 
indeed :te* *hfe praftice ofi> vktue, but hot ne- 
cefTary to tM knowledge of its nature. 
^ ' ^ ^ Will 
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WiJi ypu now'.bcstf; with me, if 1; retam 
for 4 Jtftjie time ta 49517; ifchool logic ags^n. 

The eftcieot ieaufe df virtue in ihis.divifion 
is thp0telligent f;ree.ag?nt himftlf>, -conform- 
ing His will and anions,, by' the di(^l;cs .of his 
reafpg; IQ the nfttUJifi^^^lid relations ol things. 
Perhaps ypu may Joofc,,uppn him in no other 
Ught^rthan as afaj)jft<6t,w^ or 

as f^|)ijnjS^ument 99 ^ |codudiof2 of it.. But 
youji^j^ffcarce find4^<)^ga}l tl}e4i^(bnces of 
#)^ff#^ givi^p hy^ thclogidai^.My.o9^ 
inQ^c^|)cpper, orth^ .cpqies mipre clofely up 
to their definitions/ than that of an intelligent^ 
jf?ffig[^/^,jcon^4cr«4l<g5^ to 

vintidf}^ fiop^dered a&^^ : \y_ \ ^. . 

And hftly the reqpmbje motive^, or the «Zf/^ 
pM^fnd (whatever it pe) by which his will is 
fo (jp^nnmedy is tbe*^/ caufe in this queftion. 
And.lfi prpperlyj^h^ j^nd^ that it not only fully 
?ntfy«^%r5 the ufualidefimtioq^ ^f?f. ef.an exter^ 
rial c^ifl^x-f^ tb^Jaks ^ wbicb^ or upon account 
of wbq^ ^^'•J^/f«fi.4<^^> hut agrees perfedly 
wiUi another obieryation of the Jogidans, wjzr#* 
tlm ./i^ caufality t^- final camps is ^ cbiefiyto be 
C03j^ne4 in created intelligent figents. It alfo 
aijfwcfa perfeftly to, their ^iftindtion of finis 
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titjiit,*iAJut$$€Ui^, th^tkdifivbmi^ anil the 
end t$^i9bm% :l^or (ncti motives and indiice* 
thents to^ viitaous a(£iicfis, as rf^^e^ ^^sjtlf^ 
are as ^ofttXy final c4Mjh ^f otur aawig^ as 
gain*>f '^alib is th$(t of a<A*ditfiic'6 ib /r^s 
wliieh* dtey give as a right inilaace offittk eu- 
jur. And iuch motives and inducemcihCs to 
gbod adiibns^, as rej^e^^f^dngi^ are ai> pro« 
|>ef4y ^fifiitcoi^s ef ter Audyifig nd <febg 
good, asthehealdi oPbtfiers is tlte final caufe 
lef phyfid&^s in ftudying ahd pfadSfing pHfyfic^ 
Vhich thdy ^V€i tis as a rigjktinihtice of^j 

' i-haire? UMd «itidec£ Kft&ef a partftrular eye to 
your own definition of id^ture, if I miftakeyoa 
not, atkh? mtjhrmfy of a teufinabk creature 
^ the ndtufe- lind rec^ vf tUn^. ^t MI 
the ^)^%sytt'6t\^jm^^ font 

caufe^ tifffl^ e^oally 'dear and certain^ tlioog^ 
we fiioui^ Iviib others fdbftitute the wiU^God 
ifi^e d)6fitdtBnln the pUce of the nstltteani 
i^eafms if things, tor as in my way of con- 
'fidei-ihg your definition, Htxe mature zrt&^reafin 
ef things^ fo far as they art a rule of t6t&i> 
hiity^ or the fhbjeS: of moral jpradice^ may 
be cortfidered as the ntaterial principle^ or 

Suijea- 
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Juhje^-matter of ^virtue ; fo the mil of God in 
the definition of otlicrs, (^f they mean by ii 
his will as exprepd\ or rather implied in tie 
creation) is the very fame material frinHpU\' of 
Jal^eSi^matter ,njoTth your reafpn. and truth of 
tliifigs* A diffcreince indeed will.be found ia 
iticform^ but noiic in the matter y Or if djcy 
mean by the wiUofGod^ a pofiive appmnttfk'Al'^ 
Kxlexpliat command^ theh thd thih^ fd a|JJtolhN 
«i' or' commanded' will bfe klfo th^ fubjttft- ^ 
niatter of virtue 1 as coming' widirhthdrVufQ 
or law of Virtue. ., ^ ... 

;^Thus again as to xsxtform. Jn your own 
dfefinition it fn^lt \>!^ reajony \\xi^^^ 
Epr when you tzy^'z\reajortJ6i^^^6^ yotf 

riiufi* ijieah not bhly rf tfeditH^ey thaf can lin- 
.<}ei;uahd^ and judge of the nai^ufe arid realoris 
©JT'lhings, but wii6 has pow^r likewild 7flr 
jcohform^ to th'ete: But accordirig' to' th6lfe, 
j^lio eipoufe t5i«f bi^et defiriitiph, the' fofmf 
€aufi will be the itKHaiedgi stid '^fiemih^tisf 
Cod's will, hoWevtr atfamed, whether hf 
rfeafon oi- dth^rWUfe * dr tfiei'iJtJtfrcraiid eifa- 
ci$^' 0/ difcfcirfllng It; ' by yftlHi&ftt tmxii if bs: 
ii3ijpirfe"d. 

And 
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. And this I take to. be Mr Warhurtorii pc^ 
cjiliar notion of moral\ H diftinguiihcd from 
rational. Ffoni whence Ijc collcfts, that an 
Atiicift, though a reafonable crjeature, with 
j-efpcdt.to, the nature and reafons of things, 
cannot nevei;thelers' be z ^oral creature, fo 
long as he is abfolutcly a ftrangcr to God's 

will- ^ *^_"; . '^ .^. ^ 

' /The terax Qoifformity in either of* the defi- 
nitions implies. not only a determination of the 
rcafonable and moral creature's will, to con- 
form to the nature and reafon'oT things, or to 
the will of God, but alfo his aWng agre^% 
thpreto. And this, makes him In cither 'cafQ 
die efficient caufe properly fo called. 

And as fcmie kind of motive, or other, rouft 
be iuppofed to, determine his will to conform 
to the one or to the otber^ becaufe b cithef.dc- 
finition, he is confidered as a reafonable crea- 
ture, (which he could not be,^ tf he had not 
fome reafon to kiduce him tQ aflion) this mo- 
tive or reafon, whatever, it be, in either con*- 
fideration of the queftion, will be the proper 
jfinal caufe ^ which, I muft confefs, is rather 
implied than expreffed in cither of the defi- 
nitions, 
; I might 
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I might proceed to confider and diftin^^uiflfi 
in the Ikmc naanner xhtfoundatiom or cdt^ 
of oSligdtion j either from yduf own definition 
of iti or from that of others. But before! 
trouble you with any more logic, I thinic it % 
fitting 1 Ihould iirft explain to jdu^'what tifc 
I would make of thefe kind of dry diftinaiciis, 
that I have borrowed from the fchools ; hop- 
ing you will not cenfure them, or me, if that 
(hall appear to be to my purpofe. ' ^ 

Suppofe then any perfon/"^inftead of afkiftg 
me the caufe of virtue, fhould aflc me, what 
is \ht foundation of it \ might I not juftly de* 
mand of him, in the firft place, what it was 
he meant by foundation? And if he fhoiild 
reply, that all do agree in that term, and that 
there is no fort of ambiguity in it, might I 
not very juftly and pertinently anfwer, that I 
Jiave good reafon to put this query, becaufe I 
obferve, that fome very worthy writers do call 
that the foundation and the file foundation of 
virtue, which, when it comes to be logically 
confidered, amounts to no more than fome one 
of the four fpecies, into which caufe is diftin* 
guiflied ? And if one of them manifeftly lays 
^foundation in the material caufe, another 

lays 
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.hys Jbiras «vkleatly in lixc formal, and aao^er 

■ff^:p}^nfyf tbough.pcrJiaps not fo dire^j, ^o 

fH^oiJnal, C^n I think otbarwife, Uwi tba|t 

|thcy have npt the^^re .nw^uiipg, when.thgr 

^^ the term foundatipn^. Qr muft not j^eir 

4n^a^mngs,l:|e^.l^3ft.as(S0iu-fnt, as mat^fi^, 

formal, and &»4 <;s|J»fcs «ffc differ cjit; from ^^ 

.Qthffti :•:•..■ 

. To mve ^arapaples. , Moft of ^ old philo* 

fophers reduceAthe whole of virtue to oac 

Xonrce or head, .when they defined .it ly living 

4KCordittg to the lUSates ofreafmy or living a- 

gmeabfy to. right raifofiy or more fully exprefled, 

r^fon from- the nature of things, which en/oinob 

the tMngs, vhich ought to be done, andf<a^biddeA 

the contrary. This with foiae of them was 

the fole principle of moral virtue, or, in our 

modern language, the true and proper ,/aa»- 

^tion: and yet istruly and properly no more 

idian Hbc/ormaleai^e of it, according to Chau- 

'zvVs account. 

Again thci;eare other very l»rncd and ju- 
^bus perfons, who lay the foundation of 
virtue, wholly jmd folelyi in the nature, trudi, 
and eternal reqfons , of things ; whereas, upon 
■enquiry, this may perhaps jbjc .foupd ooly.f 

partial 
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^6sAJmftdation, and to be. equivalent tonor 
thing more than what ttitNe/log|c|an;.^jfia;thp 
Matfrt4i OfUfi* ■■ :■'' rrr; ■: ni z- / -r 

We haire got thtn • two&ldiigroundior 
virtue (m the abfttaifi: idba) to ftaod Dpon> viz. 
the re^Su ^ ibing^».:f>t :fitoei£^ari&c^ from 
thettuftndi.nelatiQni.'of.diuii^' tflr«achjod»r/$ 
tsArft^^ agentsr.ix die facu% of difocnv- 
angthde fitaefles and reafons of thh)|;& But 
virtuo or pra^feal flMr4U(y euuwt properly be 
Aid l!Q be ;yaM«i^ on^i^r of thefn^fikh atid 
ivAo^y . b«it miift aciie ifirom ihe vcdwitary and 
adual eK<ttci& of the reafon of the*ag^t in 
the groiitlaw of :«)ords, whtcfais of-nilorela 
inftitotion. Which exercifeiof the faculty to- 
wards' the prodtii^ng virtue, being ao a^ of 
^wtf/iof die agent, makeaadiind principk, 
axaaa&'el tie praSUce of virtue} (irom whenoe 
the moral agent is lienontinated the e^ent 
■caufi) and has as :gQOd a r^ht to be.called a 
foundatinit at \czScqS virtuous pra^icet asei- 
ther.of th^ oAef two. 

And h,p^fi whi^nwe come to confider the 

'Jitud ^<s^H or the various inducements, by 

which the vdll of the agent is mov«4 (WA 

i^^ete^mi^ed -to virtiious pra£i;ice, anew-iibene 

f. ■ ■ of 
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-of foundations is opeticd, tinder the article of 
obligation. For wlnrtever^'doth oblige to vir- 
tue» is in fome fenfe a foundation of it. * And 
there are ^mzwf Cau(ea or fotiMlAtiohs of 
obligation, as thcfrC'^9ibe:'ju^tnotives ch: fufii- 
dent inducements to Tict^Jpuir adions*^ 'And 
,we find ibma writeit,^'who do' ndta&dthe 
^tcrm foundation f talkihg of caujeoi Avif^^\aizffe 
ofmoraLMigation^ true caufe of osir ohligsition 
to virtue, proper^ and natural' ^of^^^ which 
obliges to the* practice of if $ ^c. Afld a^ man 
'is confidered in his rational, ibcial, or fenfiuve 
naturerfo-the ^;^tf/ caufe&dlfieK To the ra- 
tional nature it is faid to bei^e^Etitade > in which 
•fenfe I fuppofe it is faid,* that virtue itfelf is 
the ultimate end of a moral agent. To the 
fbcial nature it is the good of others^ biit:^fet 
neither of thefe exclufive of xhtfHal coufibiCo 
the fenfitive nature, which is .happideft.preient i 
or future: pleafure in the zQi itfelf, or expec- ' 
tation of it in ^confequence^^ • 

Now as virtue is conceived to arife from io 
many caufes^ or to have fo tmny Jimdatims 
in the lax manner of ufmg that term, who 
can wonder at the difficulties, that muA^ attend 
every attempt to reduce it to one foundation^ till 

wc 
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"WO" Qonxe at the fupremc caufe %xA foundation 
of all things, in whom a proper ultimate will 
be found ? 

And X humbly conceive, that this contro- 
versy would be better underftood, and carried 
on to better efFedt, if the viox A foundation were 
either intirely dropped, or the precife mean- 
ing of It in the feveral applications of it to dif- 

'ferent parts of the, fubjed,*-: fully adjufted. 
That is, Jet every principle^ that goes to the 
produdlion of virtue in any fenfe, as a caufe 
logically defnedy be; taken into the queftion, 
and allowed its due weight, *oiz. its proper 
effeft. ' And for the better judging of this, let 
the virtue, of which the caufe or caufes are 
fought, be fo explained, that the writer's idea 

*of it may be fully underftood, and alfo whe- 
thef he fonfiders it in its abftradl nature, or ih 
the practice of it by mankind 3 and whether 
it is fpoke of exclufive of the confideration of 

' God'5 "virill, as implied in the creation, or ex- 
prefled* in the moral' fenfe ; or in cbnjundion 
with the confideration of his will in both thcfe ^> 

' refpeds, and only cxTclufive of pofitive ap- 

pointmcjits and commands 5 or whether God's 

will at large, however revealed to mankind be 

Vbt. It Z taken 
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taken into the queftion. And ikftly^ w6e& 
any caufc of virtue, or of obligatibn^ U kiKtm* 
ed or denied, whether it is fo affirmed or de- 
nied, with regard to man's reafonable, or 
focial, or feniitive nature, and withial His cor- 
rupt nature : in a word, let every part of tkis 
complicated and entangled fubjed be unravel- 
led and forted, fo as that one part, which is^ 
and may be confidered as diflind, Khali not 
mix with, and run into another, whlc^ is, and 
may be likewife confidered as diftindl, to the 
confufibn of ideas in both ; and then fbme- 
thing, I apprehend may come out, . in wluch 
all parties fhall either agree^ or be jforced to 
mamtain fuch inconfiftencies, as will prove 
their confutation in the judgment of all di^ 
cerning people. 

And. now, Ma<km, from what iias been 
faid, you will the better perceive my reaibns 
for putting my firft queries, and of the me* 
. thods \ took, and expref&ons I lifed, in mv 
reply to your firft paper. Give nie lca[ye now 
to take the feveral paragraphs of your laft Idt- 
. ter into cohfideration. 

The following paflages fince cblle^ed. THc 
^ firft root zndfounJation of virtue is the iincere 

dcfire 
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defire of knowing the will of God, and im- 
partiaUy ftarching after the truth. Dr Clarke^ 
5ifr/«(p«j, volt I. fol. p. 464, 

Preedom of wtU^ which according as it is 
determined in different circumftances by the 
reafonablenefs of what is good, or incitements 
of what IS evil, renders the agent morally good 
Of cviK Ibid, andalfop. 60. 

LiSdrty or moral agency muft ever be the 

foundation of ntoralitf In man, and is the file 

ground of the accountablenefe of intelligent 

creatures for all their adiohs. Bi(hop Hoadkys 

LifecfDrClarie: 

The exiftence of one only God he (Dr Clarke) 
juftiy cfteemed as the fotindation of all, viz. 
all true religion. Ihid. 

Hitf (Dr Clarke's) firffi principle was the 
tinity of God, which he efteemcd as the^^i 
of all moral oieJience. Ihid. 

The ftate its well as gbry of human nature 
is frfefe-agency. And froiA the nature of free- 
6gfcft<y man being capable of chufing good, 
he mtift be rilfo capable of chufing evil. It i4 
tUs pVweti bikd a 'Wife er^oyfnent of it, that con-^ 
HitMes virtue. Kennicoifs ijl Dfjfertat. p. 3 3, 

Zz 1. THE 
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I. TT^ H.E conopliment you are pleaied to 
JL make me in the begioning of your 
condefcending anAvcr to my Remarks^ viz. 
of my having been more converfant than yourfelf^ 
with the writers on thefe fubjeBsy and having 
gone into nicer dijlinfliom^ ofid more remote 
views of them^ than you have bad occajion to 
cpnfider^ I am bound to acknowledge as a mark 
of your refpcft and .civility. But really. Ma- 
dam, I am fo little deferving of it,- that no- 
tjiing could have juftified it but your great 
addrefs, through which you havjp .afcribed 
torn© what was more peculiarly applica- 
ble to yourfclf, and taken to yourfelf what 
feemed moft properly to belong to me* For 
had not the nice difiin£liom been yourSj^ and 
the plain apprebenfions mine, I fliould not fo 
cafily have fallen into the niiftake of fuppofing, 
that you were eftablifliing the foundatioo of 
praSlical morality ^ or virtue in moral, agents, 
when (as I now find by your Reply) you meant 
only the foundation of. virtue in its gfneral ab- 
JiraSi nature ; which, as you jtcU me, is quite 
another idea than the praSlice of virtue. And 
you admit, that the praSlice of it (as likewife 
;:.... .V fome 



of moraJf Virtue and moral Obligation. 341 

fcme writcxs ideas of it) may arifijrp^ other 
grpunds than that ^ on nvkicb the abJlraSf nature, 
of virtue J^ founded. \ So little cpnverfant was 
I with the writers on thefe fubjccSbs^ and fo lit- 
tle aware of this diftiniSigri, that I troubled 
you with feveral jmpertinept queries (as they 
muft now appear) on a njiftakcn foppofitipn^ 
that you had given me :a jiefinition of founda- 
tion, that might be appU^drto virtue in prac^ 
tiee^ as well as jto an abilraft^ n.ot^on.. of lU 

^ For thia- unneceflary. trouble:! muft therefor^ 
alk your pardon 5 Whichvl api the bettef^ iuj- 

' titled to, becaufe, to the-beft of my remem- 

: brance, you. had not explained yourfclf .to th^ 
purpofq .'before, ^You had mentioned indeed 
{Works oj the Learned^ *7.43i P* i39-) ^ ^V^ . 
biguity in, applying the iermfit in itfilfindiffe^ 
rently to thi foundation of virtue, in tU abfiraSiy . 
andtothepraSiiceofitby moral agents. . But 
that yout fole foundation was to be underftood 
oi virtue in the abJlraSi only^ is what, I think, 
you never declared either in that printed trad):, 
or in the letter you firft obliged me with, on 

i this fubjeft. 

Neither have you thopght fit to make ufe 

of this diftinftion in replying to my queries, 

Z 3 " till 
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fil you come to youi" 7th parscgraph^ ^viiere 
you anfwer to what I had objeded to your 
dtfinkion from the reafon and free-will of 
moral agents. 

' Therefore tUl I come to that paragraph, I 
im a little at a lofs how to carry on my dif^ 
courfe. For what I had advanced on miftakci 
fhould feetn beft Intirely dropped* Vet as you 
iiave been pleafed to reply to tny queftions, 
£ich as they are, without admonifhitig m$ 
of their impropriety 5 and to ddend jfdurfoij: 
X)f foundation, as the fenje of moft or ail other 
writers, you have obliged me in deceoqr to 
return you fome anfwcr or other. 

2. ** jifter fefttng ihwn^ fay you, what I 
apprehend the writers on the JiAje^ tfmerd 
virtue imderiland by the wordfwttdationj viz. 
the ground^ on which virtue folefy ari/efy you 
arepkafed to ajky hut are they agreed^ whether 
^' this ground be any bnejimpk primipte^ tr com- 
'^^ pounded of more principles than' one?'* This 
'Was my query, and I thought at that time 
' pertinent to the enquiry zhevfoie ground. But 
now I ought to afk another qucftion previous 
to it, which I did not know before that there 
was occafion for, vizi is virtue, in thefe words 

("tfac 
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(" *^? ,S^PHP4 ^^ ^^^^ virtue iblely arjics'') * / 
to be t^nderftood in its general ahfir^S, nature 
^^/|^, or io its pra£tice /7^ f If ii) its general 
abflrad nature onl^ij as you afterw^ds confidcr 
it, then I have no difpute ^t all witbyouy eidier 
about mire principles than cm concurring to. a 
foundafton, or 2\yoMt fole foundation. For yoU 
Jiavc fa explained /i^^'v/r/?^^, of which you 
pi0ign the foundation (in the 7th paragraph) 
that no other foundation, -ihab what ypuafEgn, 
can be thought oif fpr it. For you exclude all 
other grounds, eithef of obligation or of vir- 
tuous pr^Clice, which foine people have call- 
ed foundj^tions of riiofal virtiic. So that ncif 
ther benevolent affeSilons^ moral fenfe^ nor feveii 
the facultips of human reafon znA free will 
cohie within your ./Vm qf the general abftradl^ 
cd nature of virtue: {for thefe are no more 
than ^^ grounds of obligation to virtue^ or f pun- 
" datic^ns ef virtuous fraBice*) ; nor is the 
will ofOod further' ipduded in it, than as it 
is eocprejed^ or rather implied in the creation^ 
and is the wry fame with that reafon and truth 
cf things J from which your abftra<a idea 6f 
virtue ariie;. It follows, that you have left 
j^o afllghable fovindatlon of virtue, but what 

24 yovi 
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you give it J and which confcquently muft be 
acknowledged the fole foundation of. it ; and 
that io certainly, that I fuppofc no bocjy will 
controvert the point with you ; unlefs.it be in 
this captious way^ that your abftradl nature 
of virtue arifes folely frohi an art in thinking, 
and is no ipore than a (conception of. virtue 
formed by abftraftipn b a ftudious apcj, Hiftipr 
guiftiing mind. I f^y no body will ferioqfly 
difpute this, point yvitlj- you j for the general 
abftra^ pa^tprp of virfue being the idea of it^ 
which, is t^kcnfrom its fubjeSl-matter (the fit- 
nefles of things in <heir feveral' relations, ^c. 
in which all that is, *or can be called virtue, 
muft be exercifed) exclujive of all other confide- 
rations J muft have the nature of things^ "from 
whence the idea dire^ly arifes, driS that only, 
for its fovmdation ; and this is the proper ma- 
ferial caufe (as I before '^explained it) of virtue 
in all the views of it. . But do you. fuppofc, 
that other writers, ' whofc fenfe of the term 
foundation we are enq^uiring Into, .confider 
' yixtxxt only in this abJiraSied light as, you do ? 
If they do not, but include virtuQiisfradiice 
tinder the term moral yirtue 5 . theii I may 
^vithout impropriety repeat my query aboiit 
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one or more prirlcipUi toncurring to a founda-* 
tion. For the frdSfice of wrtue^ as you telF 
mc yodrfelf, may drife from other grounds than 
tbdiy on which the 'abJlraSl nature of virtue ii 
Jounded. The drift of the query was to dif- 
pover, whether they," who* admitted more 
principles than one into xhtw foundation^ un- 
derftoodby foondatidn what you Ao^the ground 
on nvhie'b virtue folely arifes. To this, whicK 
is the very purpofe of my query, you reply 
very honeftly, thatj^^TW do not'doubt but that 
fame Jkilfut writer^ T^hom I had mentioned 
as rcniarkaMe for founding vittue on three 
principles, iJoouU adhere to- thti d^friition^ and 
apply it to his three prktciples^ mthout fxcluding 
the term (o\t\y. - • -; 

Now till his mind be known, I cannot fay 
]53fit5vcly what he would do. But till he 
fliall' think fit to declare hiaiftlf upon it, I 
miy have leave it prefume; that he would' not 
^ Ihere to your definition with Jolely in it 5 be- 
piufe he can neither fay (cdnfiftently with 
what he has faid) of any one of his principles, 
that it k* the groundyOA which virtue foklyarifei, 
nor of all three principles jn cghjun^ftion, that 
virt|je folely arifes from all three in conj unc- 
tion j 
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tions or j3pt there can |)f no fpch|i^Qgds 
Viktfx^^ y^^ac all th^.tbpcc {ffincjplc* do npf 
vnitc fo the^^ro^uaicm oE if. 4II d^t ]^.4pr 
prchcod hp would fay, wpi^d be iis^ tfeat 
" fp tbefcJbr^f principle^ the ^JMc edifice oj 

Aftd tb^t th^c i$ iK> virtue ftn^iplig 9\aokind^ 
bttt^ to be accojintc^ if^ ixopi ibw one, or 
fnore.pfthefQ three priQcipIes, He fays, Jin- 
4^d, they ?ire nfvcr t<\p^tmtwifie(f py f^- 
rated. No more tbey.arf,.4pfl^en wc fgp|j: ia 
general of the prafidce cjf virtue \n th?;W9rld, 
But I cannot conceive l^cpoti^d meao.hy thi§ 
l^xpreflion, tha^ ^ere ^^\i\^ ^be ;z9 virtue^ nn 
injiwice ^iU wher^e tljpy djd »ot all .concur 
and confpire to the inunediate prj?i^£tjpxi of it. 
|ie fpeak^ ; like wife qf the^^eat fw-pofef^ to 
9^^b they willferve "wifife inco^jun^hn^ p. 3?. 
Y^X in another place they ^i^ocpnfiderc^ ^' a$ 
if liferent ^xckemepts to t^praiftiqe of virtue^ 
.'' th^t men of all ran^ cpijiAhutionSy or edu; 
.f^ catipns might find thfiiir 3C)CQunt in ojneo^ 
,« other of :theni; fom«thing, that would fait 
*' their palate, iatisfy iheif reafon^ or fiibdop 
f* fcheir wiUv" P* 37* 
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Bt %6. that Qoe of th«(e ^i^ pf inqpjen^ 

wb«B« aj^her o^ ?hem, the #;?f/^/ /£j^- 

have its vKtgbf mfk^fiee^l^hei the alfir^i 
<d tmdfriffmi retf^nfrs^. ^c. Aq4 ^ifter aU, 
nehher.«f thofe w^ ^« trioc prmapfe of mri^ 
Ulyt^ ifs ^9t in»ft he .^pi^plianfe ^/^ /i&f se^i^ 

e/^G«/, . . . . ; :^ 

Would it now .'h&:(onfonaiit #o ^^ accoi^ 

of Ibe grojands qf .yictiie for jth^ (iMne wri^ 

|» fyy^^iiattltts h tbegrnmiy:^ ^c^/uirttp 

foUlyarifis f Or diat .wfagt^v^ js yi^!?e, mu^ 

liave th«(c .thc<^ j^ano^ /<^ i^ foi)n4^ 

^o»? c ... ': 

Bvt Cippofing,b:.iIi9i)Utji!lhfii« to ]K>urd^ 
'fioitiop, doth he uiib 'Jm^m» .M^en he ap- 
plies It to each of jdioTe principles, in thjB ^i^ 
Jamefenfify .that ypu »& it, vihen ypu apply it 
$0 yours? 

•He accounts themoiral £mfi» f^ipyf fff^e^ve 
a principle foeyerxtbe) to be no sopre th$t)i 
the. firft inlet into the adequateodea of ffiora' 
li^ ; (that is,' an or4erly introduHim, .whljoh 
,yoa ki^ow is ifouudatum In lone oi* the f<^l^> 
In which he mcb^pboncally u^s thf .WPoi) 
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p. 36. He accounts die eflenml d^reitt:e$ 
to be no more than a medtwn^ to bring us to 
the only found foundation, p. 53. And he 
accounts the will of God to be the only true or 
ibund foundation, p. 41. andi 53. 
< Yet if M tbefe three principles the nxMf edijice 
of praBical morality is kuilt^'p. 37. then each 
of them is in fomt.fcnfc'a foundation of that 
edifice ; but not in the very fame fenfe^ or in 
the lame rcfpedts ; for then they muft all be 
equally true^ and equally found foundations. 
This diflindion, tliat he noakes between tfaem, 
&ews a difference in his application of the 
figure: fo doth his. whole difcour&« .'Mc^^l 
fenfe is a foundation in one refped, as zn inlets 
^c. EfloiHal difFerenca, '^^* in anodier as a 
medium. '-'The will of God in another, more 
Vemarfcable and more emin«it rcfpeft; and 
"yet not ia ybur fenfe oi faundationy as the 
ground, on which virtnc folely arifes. 

It muft'b^ owned indeed, that Mr.JS^. is 
confidfering -pn^ital nkfuHty^ when -he' talks 
* of ttiefe three principles,, that it is built upoa; 
'and therefore you might have aofw^ed me. 
.^eryjuftly, that I had cited him improperly 
vto the paint you was coEiifiderjng,^i;/^,. virtue 
'in itj ahJlraSt nature. But as you were pleafcd 

to 
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to hold to your feptimmtj tharall the writers 
in this controverfy; would fubfcribe to youi> 
defu^itioDy I have^takea the liberty to give my 
reafons, why I.prefume Mr ^, would not^ -. 

3. I had ohferved further, that writenB 
ief uied to have 4i^rent ccniceptions of foun- 
dation ; becaufe one confiders it as the ground^ 
from which v^tite immediately. arifes, and 
another confiders it as a more i^mote ground^ 
on which it atifes by the int^vention of mer 
diums. To which you reply, ^* that you da not 
^' well apprehend the uje of mediums for the prox 
*^ duSlion of virttie^ ifafufficientgroundqfiti^ 
^^.alfmed^ into which it mufl be ultimately rer 
** folvidr But fuppofing that mediums have 
no ufe in (his enquiry 3 and fuppofing them 
likewife improperly x:^\\qd foundations j yet if 
any writers will allow them to«be foy and call 
th<^m fo, my remark is true, that thofe writers 
cannot be thought^ to have the fame concep- 
tions ^of the Xtxm foundation that, you have, 
Fpr if you bo^h had the fame . conceptions 
of it, what {hojLi]d hinder your agreement ia* 
appyling it to mediums? " But y(m imagine 
* \ , fkefe. authors may agree in their idea offoun^ 
^J Jation^ as a real ground^ on which virtue 

w J [^ arifes^ 
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Bat ftin U^, ^U6 admits m Mkix^^iaiM of 
mediiihii, Iti6k§ ujron th^ ifietiKittli as^/^- 
iMlm t<J0i Vhleh is the tafc I put. 
- H6 ii^ay inSUcA ^grfee in tH^ ftirift of the 
tefrii; as applied to the ^emd^ s^d ultSfiiate 
^tfiindi biit ttrSl hiVfe ii ibmdhing d!£%ttnt 
diesUiiilg ki lt» ^heh ^^ to ihe i«i6rb Hfiiue' 
^Vt de pToxtmaih grdtshd i as ^^rent ^ thd 
mestoiAg Mficoni ^'aUfhy Mxi diftmgtiifhed 
frbitt Uii priinSy. EfehHid ijiferencis, &c. 
|ni^ tinder the commoh )kti^JhiAdatimt botii 
^hh Mi* ^tfM^2il>>^^, youriSlf^ hA atitdCher 
|b^ adthbr-i citfed by Hii ^i^ in h!^ kli 
traet (VriWorattfe firft ^Hii^.lS^M Biit tiieo, 
^h^feis^w ttiidetiktnd b^' it hiir/!>^ itttdaM- 
htate j\kt)i^6ri, Wi W. hidttS it KtiAj ^i 
ViieMitm to bring ^ Hil^ MHi jiAtfi36thfi i and 
the othfer aiithutr refers ii to fitn ii&kHtO^J^ikda' 
^0ff, viz. ha|jptnbfs, whidi)f<!talfs^h^ rlhhai 
fnmddiioh ifaU hutri^fin^. (iSa^s ^riBi, 
jp; 420.) I hope ydu \^ill fcxcufe mf lafiivn^ 
ufed filch expt-b^ohs as iHiti^y Hxk ri^ 
■bottoms in this argument> ;fHibe th(i{b tfttfibeot 
Waiters tntrbdiited them into duStobitfofMr^ 

bofoie 
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hetofc me. Anci ^jpecially, ds I cail fihd h^ 
apter v^ords ifdr iixp^re^Hg the Slfferencei 
which I conteive thete isbetwe<5n thefenJV, 
m which they fometim^ dccafioilally tl6i foun- 
dation, ind the ibnifij, which Jrou are ^Itifed 
to fix upon it ds iiiv&riflhlie; and the verjr iamc^ 
in all the writers dh this fubjed. 

4. I muft o^Vn miyftlf carelefs and in^bi^ 
fate in my ieXpreflldn, when i ifpdkfe of virtue 
heitig considered a& d^er^d by thoib, Who 
found it in feif-l&oe '6t felf'ihtereji i thoUgli, 
if the whole pafl&ge be ittendisd to, I fibcy 
ho real inconiih^cy Will be found in it. 

All that 1 meant wais this, ffiilt'as rhen do 
cdmnibnly agtee in 'their nofiohs of virtuoufs 
pradice, viz. what is, or is riot lb, (for I then 
thought you had included pradlice in your 
idea of virtue) though many of &em difa^roe 
in their notions of the legitlmiate rule or trub 
caufe of idiis pradlfice, fo I ifhagined any 6( 
thcni might be WftMng to bWh ^Vttietus ff^M" 
tice ib be, What it is, nHritUi 'although it We/e 
cvidfeiitly pra&ifed bpim other princi[iles, thati 
whit he hihifelf dteemed to bfc the le^itimkfe 
fuleiif vJtoe. Ahd cohfijqueritljr, though he^ 
^^i^t caU ' his oWii l^lfimate j^rinciple thfe 
~ true 
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true founda^on of. virtue^ 7^^.^^ could not 
meaa it in the. fenfe you have lieEnedyin^x^- 
ttMy viz. as that without -ijvbi^ tl?ere could Se 
nofucb (pi fig as virtue. 

' 5» But you except againft the inf^nce I 
gave to illuftrate this, viz. xkok^ who place the 
foundation of virtue- in f elf rk^ andfelj^in^erefl. 
J am %oty here, y^ fay, " amor^ authors, 
,** that you are ajiranger te.^ For though you 
^* have met with feverali who - make felf^interej 
•« the foundation of moral obligation^ sou knffw 
!** of.nme^ n»ho make it th^fowidation of virtue: 
" that tbofe ipriters commnly deduce from the 
*' will of God.'* I l^nqyv ill the late ones do; 
and I fupppfe that all .TTheifts, who lay the I 
foundation of obligation, in intered:, will de- 
duce that of virtue from God*s .will. But you I 

are not in Mr ^- ^'^ fentiment, that Atheiib I 

are incapable of morality. They may pradifc i 
• virtue, and fome of them on , no other prin- 
.ciplc, than that of prefent convenience,, pri- 
. yate happinefs, or felf-iqtereft. The old £//- 
, cureans could fee into no other caufe of virtue 
.in the world, than what I h^ve mentioned. 

Eafe of body, and pkai^re of ound, was! 

all they aimed at in it, or thought it good for J 

: . FeliciijA 
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Felicity^ oi- private happttirefe^ was, they'fiid, 
{initium et Jku) the be^fiiflg and the'^ni 
of it, Gf r. And whcrfcas the Stoici eftecmed 
and jpraCtifed it for its mnfake^ thefe men 
efteemed and pradtfed it only for their own 
fake. Nqw, may not thcfe men be pit^>erly 
faid/o have piaced' the f donation of virtue in 
felf-lovc and fclf*intereft ? ' * ' 

And yet they did not deny the virtuous 
practice of the Stoics be virtue, though 
attended Whh pain in the performance. 

Thcyoniy looked upon it as virtue, wkhout 
rcafon, or any fuffideoe induccmcijti /virtue 
without any proper foundation. Tbci;cforc^ 
with an eye to thcfe men (and all fuch its arcr 
of their principles) I might fay . confidently 
enough, that virtue^ even according .tst.Jhem^ 
might be cmjidered as dijtp^erefledy c^eiirily as 
I added immediately, *they will dtfowniindud 
any obligation, or any motive to pra&ijr^ it ut 
this cafe, viz. where private intetdft does no* 
way appear to be concerned in it, '1 

But you obferve, that " if they, wih fwnd 
•' virtue on felf inter efi, can' yet allow, that it 
" may be cmjidered as dijinterejledy there *mufi 
y befach inconjiftency in their fcbemes,'' &c. 

Vol. II. A a But 
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; But whpre is the iiiCQikfift^ricy of heading 
(wkh the Epkure^n) that private htppinefs is 
the only true and premier foundation. of virtue, 
tfidiyet allowing . (wkh Archdeacon Laws 
Prelm. Differt.) M that it J« a matter df faS, 
^< tliat there are a great variety of, inftances of 
^ men's pra<£tifing vixtue^ without knowing, 
*' that it tends to their own private. happinefs$ 
^ita^, cvta when it appears deftfu£tive of it/* 
If foundation, indeed, were cxmftantly taken 
in your ienfe of it, then: it would i>e incon- 
ifteAtin.any one, who mode private happi- 
oeis that fnmdation^ to allow, any thing to be 
virtuev. -which was. not. diredly buUt^upon i^v* 
vatCchafipiflefs. 

\ IfioiifiyouwiUpleafe to' recoiled, thebufinefs 
Ve-wertiupba in this part of the enquiry, was to 
tiy yb«r liofinition of foundation by the idea, 
that others feem to have pf that term, and not 
lo expound their notions pf it by yc^or ddini* 
tiaa» . lAdd this was all I intended ^ qiention- 
ing thefe felf-interefted. moralifts^ or their 
^ ^n^}46s«' 

; 6/1 did .you wrong in fettiog 6cywm as your 

words, xh%\,\ht foundation (f nioral. virtue^ upon 

Jurtbcr rcfeStion^ mil te found t$M€ tither in 
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jrlf-kiey at. 1?(x yoAr words were not morai 
virtue J but morml obligation^ as I ohfervcd upoa 
lookbg again inta! yotir'paptr.. It. yms plain* 
ly m^ miftttke^ as yda apprehended : and one^ 
iio ddtdrf^ among, many I have been guilty c£< 
Buti/ (iball acknowledge tb«m all) as fooA as 
I (hall/difcover them. 

7* Next comes < that paflage in your letter, 
that has fo much altered the ftate ot (he qucf- 
tion, that I apprehended we were upon. 1$ 
ftiU prcfuraing that the ptaBice of wrtue was 
hot isut df the queftion, and obferving, that 
yOu had explained foundation by thaty ntntbout 
ivhicb there could be nofucb tbitig as ^rtue^ and 
th^ydci bad^ddcd /urther, thsitfuchafotm^ 
dot ion can be no other than the mcejjary relations^ 
&c. of things \ took occafion frota hence to 
mention /i6^ reafon Wid,free*ivili of agent Sy as 
being alike ncccflary to virtue with yoer effen*- 
tial differences, &c. And yet 1 fqppdfcd, you 
Would f6arce^ call thcfti for this reafon foun-* 
dations^ ^t leaft hot the fole foundation ; which 
remark has proved of much greater confe- 
quince than I cxpcded, by being the occafion 
of your explaining yourfclf to me by this dif* 
tinnftion^'^aJt in youf definition «f foundation, 
A a 2 you 
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you jdo not confkier nMrtue ' in praSice^ but in 
ki abflraSi nature. ' -•':• :', * :. - *. 
- I fhorid perhaps kacn[ biteii too pofitive, 
that the generality of writers in< this, fufc^d 
did z\wzy$y in their^enquirics after the fbun- 
dadon of yirtixe, mean 'tlM;,pra(9ke of virtue 
in the world, had not my over-fight, with 
regard to yourfelf, taught me to be ca[utious 
how I veaturc to affirm thisi I (ball not there- 
fore difpute with you, what other \yritcrs 
mean in this article, bccaufe, as you exprefly 
exclude praftice from thut.idea of virtue, to 
which you have adapted^ your definition of 
. foundation, t am bound fo'confider it as ex- 
cluded by you 5 and have, and do allow, your 
fole foui^dadon,^ and your definidon of it upon 
jhat footing, as you would obfcrve from what 
J faid in th« beginning of this letter, : though 
I have endeavoured in following the courfe 
pf youfjeply, where you pi^dc no ufe of this 
diftin<5tionx: to vindicate what I had a^dvanccd 
upt>n a m^ftakc, as right jMpon tlje fuppofitioa 
from whence I argued... ; , ,. . 

§• There was no great n^a^er -Ipde^ in 
my next remarl^ about fpace. I could not ima* 
^ific any niore than you do, t\\zt Q>a$€ hrd My 

fbing 
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tUn^'oiMU ta do .mtiK ibe^produSHon of matter : 
Yet it is nevcrthelefs true, that as cxtcniioa 
is: of ihe. cflcncejof oiatter, there, could, b/s m 
fiicb tbin^ as matter mtimtjpacei which was 
all I faid ; ahd I think you allow thcfame, 
when you fay, that tbe, exijience 0/ mati^er fup^^ 
p^fed^ the exijience rf Jpace mufi be Ukewife ad^ 
mitted. But, as neither you, nor jiny bo4j! 
clfc^ would for this reafon, call fpaqe a foun* 
datmii jof matter,. I concluded , (and It was all 
I cbnqluded) that .your explanation: of a founi 
datibn;-"^;^ that without which there could .bi .n$ 
fucb thing as nnrtue^ yeas not full enough and 
fuffkient to give the proper idea of that term", 
becs(ufe this amourits td no more th«n a re* 
quijite. You do indeed, in your anfwcr now 
before' me, fully frfpply this . deficiency, . bjr 
dropping the foirncr ckpreflion^ iag^nft which 
I had excepted, and fitbftitnting another more 
defehfibie in the .rooto ' of % viz:- that vintu^ 
intirely derives Uts being from:tb^ eflcndal 
differences, Gfr. Had you given this at firftj 
as your fccopd exp)anation .of the term .faun- 
^tioh,.inftead of what you offered as above> 
you bad.pxevemod siany of my objedlions, 
which, you cannot but obferve, were levelled 
A a 3 purely 
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purely at your Wofd^, ^&fwiit ^bifk ik^^ can 
i^e mfuch tbing. . - 

g. Again, when yoaooine to the fibdfte in 
tht next paragraph, you fey, if tbcy tte ar 
greed, that the thing they fcdp for is ^i» 
ftoundj on which the flower or Ae miific 
Ji^ ^ri/^i; or th^t to irhich either o^ti 
kl bemg, &r. hjsre you change your terim 
tgain. You (hould have fajd, agreeal»ly to 
yojutr definiwm, (to which ypu may obfisrve 
1 ftriaiy kept) tfr, tt>at pitfnnff wbuby fffere 
tmild he mfiich firmer tr nmfic. Now theTo 
dij^r froa> eath other, jud as wtdeljr as» 
faufr doc$ from a condition Qr a requifife. | 
would on)y:ob£brve, that this idbange of youjf 
ntpreffions giviesyoii jan a^dviantage in yonr re^ 
ply, which you was not Aridly intitled to, 
confidering^ that pur difpute hpre^ wa$ mere- 
ly about the propriiety of a de^mtion, which 
you ypurfelf had given ^ and which you^diiQk 
inoce propieir to amend than to defend. All 
the ufe I wou}d make oC thi5'obii:nratk>n is, 
that it is not quite fo eafyi aa you ftemed to 
imagine, to give the true \A^%X)i fiundatim ia 
Uif metaphorical ufe of it iki^ tbefp f^bjcds* 

put 



.Bur, nptwkhftandksg tHis attiAfdMMt;" I 
do not iiee, that * yoa haw fct* afide/^or evctf 
knpauied^ the reloticMH^tfisd'iim^lku^^ that-my^ 
illu{i:ritM)M,'tdceH from Asj^fx^fed^^^lifufbd ^^ 
boot die F<wiiAatk)0df a* flower^ Am(k; 

bear to the -dif]^\)ted^^l9Diit^ the founditicMi of 
mond vk«u*'. In the fir A place, you-are plfeafcd 
to fay 6£'my Aoxiit^r t^tlif they 'm'e agreedl 
that the thing they fiekfwy is the ground:, on 
^ichtbe fi^weir er t^^^ or (to 

take your . ddinition^ dfr it ftandi'^amen^Sed) 
thattfi^mkick^ithertmetih being \ then itjhouli 
fiemfhin^ that tbeysrr^H agnBdin thefenfi 
of. the iimrd fmndatim. To be' fare, tf'tfee3^ 
are already agreed to underfland the word ai 
you do» they will haw no difpotes ab^ut the 
fe&fe of it^ but only diiFftr, if they difffer-al 
^U, ab<^t theapplicatiofiof it« 

B»t is not this fometf)ing Uke^hdgging of 
the i^ufAifiQ^ that is at prefent between^ us^ 
I aiRt endfta^ouring to {hew. you, from thefr 
w»y of applying the word foundation^ thstft 
they are not agreed rightlys in the knh of it ; 
b<(C4||e:lhe. word in your fenib is'^KM: appli* 
cab)^ ip i^p^dimdaftianis the^ fix upon ; thou'gfi 
yet ea^h of ,^ir ibuhdgtions are properly fuch 
|f> another fenfe, though not in your fenfe. 
A a 4 For 
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for/cach of my iiifpiita&ca Bt^a^oimJ^ m 

thin]^» U fit^ i^<)A obviQiis and odmipoa no-- 
tioi» of a foupdation* But noae of tibrai j&nds 
a foi)jad£MP«k-9f.wb{rll tt. nmjr li(.i&$di chat it 

ifriffSi or tiflt to wbifb Hther ciPCt ifif Ajwg" j 
or, inyoiir other phrafij^ ffOtSk^^^cif ?/ ct^ 
tireh^ derives its bei^gk^ ' 
, \y^ich nflw is moft Ukdy> that they (hould 
fU fgree.il) yqur feofe of the word^ and all 
fgrcc; to rtoifgpply the iKord;.oc, that thq^ 
ihouldaU. ufjs the wordNja an ohvioos figura- 
tive ^fepfe, though in 2k\S^k fdiiiQtfaisig diffeer 
fcdt frj9n0'yobrs? . \ : '• • • '--- •- - 
. Xott. pf occcd : if themwrror liain "eaA nfanU 
fnakip^jhif kelovie4pfihcifte tbi foU ftmndatim 
of the flower or,miLflc.\)wben vunoui princi^s 
contriiHiie. %o tbfiir rrjfie^ivi 6m^l (icf-aS' allow 
thqiqjerwr to lie hwcy viz. m !ai]^piiyikg Jbk to 
4t fouf^ftion^oi; pf?ifl{Spte/. w 
jplicfab^) /^/^ ti^s '£Q(itgrovekfy isk(tt9ii^^4eiided 
by ijk 4^Hm ^fafdi^ddtimsu^. 20.'. > . \ . 
^ Ij;a9^t^ray:the vaiRlir€kr&fy^^4e>itlmAd 
. jhy jfu th- defeniuon .; (JMal 'Conrohte^ k '^'A\ not 
;)>P. ^€«fi4^ Iff ilhoafich^ibeaiufe i|h€Pi6Fi?6r juft 
,•'.( \i::v ::; ..a rl^i^o:'. " :-^ -zcrir : now 
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Hcn/eiuf^fed-will not be feen'Mo wkfaout 
it The moft likely Way td fliiew Ihefe ^ff-^ 
potaatsitheirinHbike, is to^nq^ire of th^^' 
whatitistbey ifit^ht)/ foundation, when t^ejr 
isfe irin this difptite iabbut flowers and muficj^ 
viz. whether they imderftahd hy it agrouni 
onni^ich thejhwer tr mujwaVifh $ which^w 
the- more bbvioiis and genetil' eiplanatiorf 8^ 
it, or the ground on '"wBcb they Jbkly arife J am 
from which they entirely derive their bein^l 
What each of therh toA^i foundation^' vf\\\ 
anfwer to oneof tnefe explianadons, but not' 
to the other, * If, they fay,; thev take /punda-r 
tibn in the latter ifefifft' (which jo\x fuppofe the 
fenfe of moft writers) let but each difputant; 
join the 'definition of Ibundationj iriflead of the* 
term -to his^b^lovcd prlndpleV' ahd he wyf 
foort'^ifcbver his* ihiftakcp at lead his error 
will be deteSed, lyhetfaer he "cares to own It* 
6r'iiot. One 9orii[^ ^ffirms^thit the ftalk^'is 
the:pron6r foUftdati(3n of the^dWer i(in a tuli^^ 
fiippofe,) let hiiii ohly give^Sie^tenfe inft^'ad 
of the word thus,' the ftklk 9^ tlie tulip is the 
ground* on y)hich' thi ficfWerfolety^arifeSy amtA 
which it entirely owes its being { and then^Iet; 
hini'fay wlicdicir hc^'will abide by 'this ajSertioii.' 



tsaotfi do r^y 'rq«u» no fbora t>]r fouadatioa 
(and by thwr« applioation ei'm ibey &ein to in* 
teo^ no in(Mre)r|^ a grmid m vAicb tix 
fifwer or mufc.^^^y ^c^ wh^ c»ch dsfpa- 
tant iay s is ^U9 (as wUl be found; by id^Mr^ng 
the defiutioa JtQ .like ma^ip^ in tbp {»rc|»e6- 
^qn) «tpd the (^ontfoveefy ai|^iig than will 
be fo far ..claarflid. op, and u^idcfftood by theia 
all.' ' . "•'•'.'■.-...• ,; ■',.,• 

'. You obferve. jiiAly/ and 1 grant k; that /iv 
general idea offpundation ^l agree i^iffereat- 
t^ toon^ or mreprinc^k$. And \ beg. your 
leave further to ohierve* that it will agree to 
^ny comnion zrpund of ^o£b principles (hem^ 
ielye$; as an.ujiterior.prinp^le ftill« tUtitfac 
<^ried jup tQ d^e ,fa^ catpie of all ^iqg^ or 
ultimate f^un^a^oq. of a^ b^ifig^,; of yt^itii 
Qbferva^Qn | !^ou^ ^nakcrK^isjIi^* tb^t wfaea 
we .confidfr two or more prificigples,. 9n which 
any.tl^ng.a^ifes, or ftant^, 3Vftt]|^Qttf.j taking in 
^e-cotnhiQn ground or |upport of thofe 
principles, wc.wiay nK)re;^rops^fly caU.thein 
foundations in the plural^ . than ioun^itioo. 
But when we apply^o^ to a complex found^a- 
fipn of two or ijiore principle^ then wc ought 

'■' ' ' ■* '^ " to 



to^taj^is ^CQiHima) jgrcHHyl «f thoib pria« 

hcxtXt |f>!i^ow iwht^ .^0 fto]^ fbij -^ idea cj^ 
l<Hi&[U(i9ft itif^^r eaUrgipg ix£f)£ tg ^aie olh 

ultim^ne. . ■ . .. -.it r.i •._ ;;j :.:;.:: •; 
: y<ML conceive .Uftjy P^ the aforo^ . floriili 

endy iutUpU^ndiag..^b&. exM^left 4^reement- in 
their idea.vf ftundati^nf^^ But tbjs ,is. ilill pre-? 
iuppofing.ttMsir isxa^ a^reeoient i^^ttie tcxm^ 
wicli^oMl; o^4^ipg4t a-Xc^liUpn of their dUagree* 
Kn$nt id.thi^ ap|>lk;f(d(^ o(-k to di0ereat.thmgs, 
^Jb^feasj I woh}4 pi^fr^ipppfe pothibg either 
way J bol; j only cplk^i I tbinki r^tifjnaliy, 
from the:iiiatiiffftly4l^reQt applicateons i^y 
make of :thje tsftq, t^t tliey da not rightly a- 
^^roe iin sb4 loemiiqg o^it, ]3ecau%- if they 
all UBd^ftoo4 it (as. y<iia do forinftance) it 
mi^e44 their c^ntroverfy, fin$« ^^h- maa'^ 
isrror -would thei^ be difcovered to be aa undmo 
app^catiiQip of ^Zr ground- to a principle^ that; 
app^jMttly is nq^ fo- JiCt us fiJH>ofe. again^ 
. :" ' (h^l 
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rfiat they agfdc cxaQ8y^h^thc otheMiiore gc-^ 
general idea'e^iz ground m tvbich any thing 
drifest this fliould, in '411 reafon, «iid' their 
difpute too ; ioT foundation in this fenfe being 
apj^iciMe-t^-eadh df their beloved prittc^les, 
they muft all go to the produftion <^ the 
flower or mufic. * Arid ISofhing would be left 
to them K) difpute upfcrti/^milels it w^^c;- t«^ch 
of their principles had^ the ^eateft (hdr e in the 
produ^k>n;^ which *'is^iftbther qu^on from 

that w'c arc now upon;4 

^ • ^. . t , • 

You conclude this paragraph with obliging 
ine with ah; illaftration- dn ydur part, from a 
compzrrf of arcMteSf si wbo might JS^tefor 
tver\'mheih&ftmew'^tkk{^^^ altth 

jgdber^'obe^e fb'e properly fomdatipnf^m'aHb^^ 
and yeirJbave all the Jame idea of f(amdaf4cfi. 

. This I tnuflr readily gram^ and alfc; tliat the 
comprifon ' is excJeeiEngJy. well adapted ta 
your featimciit, as. exprcffed throughdbt this 
paragratph. But wlitn 'y6tx affrebepid^tifs ta 

, he pretty nea'rJy a faraHel cafe-itiith ^^bat of the 
cmtertd&s' about tbe^fhUHd^idH if mord 'dirtue^ 
it looks' as if you thougHt'it as well adapted to 

.their cafe, as it is to y^tir bwh fentinSeSfc^ Sut 
lis to the paralld, I - hatii <wo ejtceptions. 

Firftj 
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agreed in tbe/psrectie ibeaaing* of &u^df^^ 
whidh, you know', I apprehend thft fnpraliftS 
are not, ; Secondly, you- are hCrc, (peaking. 06 
foundation, in Jt&.pcimary and ^r^ ,ienf^ 
which moft he pnc and* the fame in.aU grchiT . 
te(5t:s mindly and indeed, in dll people s.mind« 
whatfOever. . ^yhe^ea3, to m^Q the gife par 
rallel, jou fliouJd have inftanced^ . (as I did in, 
the cafe of florift$ and miificianjs) ia iome^f^^ . 
ratiw appticatim i>i Xti/t Xum^ which is th« 
way, in which thecont^ders ^out th« fpun-i 
dation of mwal virt«e always ufe it Afk.your> 
archite(^$> for ittftaac9> after the , foundatioQ 
of their own art or fqepce, an4 t)iey prol^bl/ 
may differ as much in their ienuments about 
it, as the moralifts do, ^ when it is. applied to^ 
virtue : »ot for want of knowing of all^ dut 
is requifite to be known by, niaftcrs of the 
fcience, all that ordinarjly goes to the perfec- 
tion of it as an arty but for wsuit of agree-? 
ing; ii^ fome certain fcnfe of that general an4 
vagpe term foundaUdn,.in. the iziJ^^hoilcai 
ufe.ef it. If one of them ihould aipen the 
elemnts of jgcometry/ as the nrft ^pup^iples o| . 
arcbite^ijre J another invention, tho common 

parent 



t^MSi I im^ifte there are htltfnv people* viz\ 
the refined retfoD^rs onl/i that have the idea; 
fiid even tiey hwcit more or lefs perfed, ac- 
€or4uig tQ.tibfk capacttks: of difUnguifhiog) 
aodof abftralStifig« . 

Th? writers however upon virtue, (for to 
thofe only your next obfervation rel^ttes,) imy 
he allowed tobeall agreed, ki the abftradidea 
of its nature. But when they came^ as yod 
obferve, to contend about .the fpandadon of it, 
■tbey are apt tofui^itutein place of the fuiture of 
virtue i either our idea ofit^ or the praSice oj 
it by moral ^euti. Such change of the idea 
willy I confefs, occafioo their contention aboui 
the fmndatiorti be they never fo well agreed 
in the meaning of that. term. But ftiil we 
want fopiething to account for this change of 
ideas, efpecially in perfons, whofe fuccefs ia 
their reafoning upon virtue depends fb much 
on their retaining the fame idea of it in their 
minds. Is there no room to fufped, that the 
want of an exa.(Sb. agreement in the notion of a 
foundation (though, as they have not defined 
it, they are not aware of it) may be the true 
leafoo of their jdj£a^gietix^ about what virtue 
itfclf is ? For, by your own accouitf, uWtbe^ 

ivritm 
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Hj6f iters began to contend about the foundation^ 
they were fnojiiy agreed in tbjtir notibn of the nA^ 
ture of 'virtue. And had they been mc^ly' 
agreed iii thfeir nbtidn of foundation too^ it k 
very unaccountable, how the confideration of 
it, or enquiry after it, fllould have adminl*- 
ftered fueh a viriety ef fptculations about vir- 
tue itfelf. 

And this (fubftitiitioii of otir idea dr virtue, 
br the prdtftice of it^ in the J)lace of the nature 
of it,) may perhapSy you lay, bavi been fome 
occafidh (I tnake no doubt l great occafion) 
of their aligning different foundutioni ta 'Virtue. 
So that this attertipt td difcover, and dx the 
true foundation, * has proved doubly unfortu- 
nate : Firft, in fetting them at variance about 
virtue itftlf, in the nature of which they were 
moftly agreed before; and next, in fetting 
them iBit variance about the ground,- on which 
it arifes, or ftands ; though, according to yqu, 
they are all agreed in-what they mean by afoun^ 
dation. I dare not fay you are miftakcn in 
this: it becomes nie not to fay fo. But you 
will give me leave in the firft place to wifli 
they had not meddled with this unlucky term 
foundation, which has been of bad confe- 

VoL, II 3 b quencc 



fueoc^ lo 4(pm» by yo^r <)\^h ^accosiiitr.) and 
iecondlyt <o iiuggeft to ,you, with aii iiefe- 
rencei my ficcoupt of this cpnfequence as the 
inore probable, viz. that a; real, though un- 
perceiv^ dil^reement in their ideas of foun* 
jdation, vfhfin figuratively applied to virtue, 
l)a$ had Hs^ ^uU ihare in^yi^odiicjng the variety 
of fentiments among them, efpecially as to the 
a^t&gnment of proper groun(k fprj^i/;v4^/Mj. 
For, you fay, in your very next words, our 
ideaof virtue f cr our j^raSiice- ofit^ may arifejrom 
. 0ther grounds^ than tbaf on jjobicb tbe,^abftr4i^ 
nature of virtue is Jounded. Here you admit 
of fevcrfil real and tru^ foundations of virtue^ 
as that tertin ilands undefined. We are indeed 
both of us agreed, that thefe fpundatioas are 
applied to, vijtucj only ia foxne partjcalar 
light or; view,, in.^ which it is confider;cd ; an4 
fhat th?y. are real and true fbandations of it in 
fhat particular light onjy, and in no other. 
But ther\ here we differ : you appreh^n^ the 
TiPXlol^y, afii-well ap nam? of fwndaiion. is the 
^me in all thefe ieveral applications of . k to 
5rirtu<5 in different lights and views » whereas, 
Zapp\ehen4» that though the fame term ia^ 
4eed k indifferently uied> yet t^e ng^tion of it 
- . ¥vies 
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varies in ali or moft of thefc fcveral appKca*' 
tionsofit. And thercfordi that it ought to 
be as carefully defined in each of thefe appli** 
cations' of itj that we ftia^ know in. what fenft 
it is taken, as the virtue, to which it U iippiiedi 
ought to -be defined, that we may khow iii 
what particular light it.is viewed. For as th^ 
general term virtue, till it be made tnorc par* 
ticular or (pedal. Will ftand for diftinft and 
difierent ideas of virtue 5 (o the general terni 
foundation, till it be more! particular and ipQr 
cial, will ftand for diflin£t and different ideas 
of foundation* Sottie of which (hall hfe juftly 
applicable to virtue in fome lights arid views 
of it, but not fo in other lights or views of ij;* 
None of the writers, except yourfclf, hate 
hitherto, fo far as I know, offered their de- 
finitions of foundation s but fo far as may be 
colledted from fome occafional explanationsj 
that they havn given of their meaning, as 
Mr Warburtm and Mr Hutchinfon have don?, 
thefe are at kaft,two or three different fenf<?s 
of foiindalion in this controverfy. And I d^-* 
fire no better proof of writers not exaaly a-i 
greemg with each ^her in the ufe of tb^t 
term, than their difagreeing in their awpun|s 
B 6 a * of 
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of it^ fo far as they have thought fit to explain 
thcmfelvcs. In fome lights, in which virtue 
is conlidered, the moral fenfe is faid to be the 
foundation. But how? As the difcernment 
of good and evil with approbation and diflike 
feems tbejirft and tnq/i univerfal Jpring of vir- 
tuous anions J or the eartiefl and moji immediate 
motive to tbem^ or as the firft inlet into the ade- 
quate ideas of morality. You cannot juftly fay 
thefe things of any other principle, that is call- 
ed a foundation of virtue ; neither can you 
deny this to be a foundation in the common 
general acceptation of the word, feeing that 
it is a ground^ on nvbicb virtue arifethi But 
ihis no way excludes a more remote ground, 
from which virtue arifes alfo, but not in the 
fame fenfe ; for if you afk in what the moral 
fenfe is founded, whether the anfwer be from 
Mr War burton^ viz. the real e£ential differencei 
rf human aSHons ejlablijhed by nature^ or from 
others, the will of God^ w1k> gave mankind 
this faculty or 'difcernment, &€. kiszfoun- 
datioUy as it i? aground^ from "which virtue a* 
^rifesy and yet it \% neither ^fpring^ nor a motivi^ 
nor an inlet into the moral fenfe, but muft be 
f jcpoundcd by a Jiecejfary antecedent in the fir ft 
*- - aiifwer. 
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anfwer, and by a caufef reefy producing in the* 
other anfwer. Now if thcfe explanatidps of: 
the fame term in different applications of it are: 
not to the fame i^nit^ although the term uii^ 
defined, or defined loofely and gienerally, will 
indifferently fuit with them.all j . thea we muft- 
noft take for granted, that writers, when they 
do not define the term, have always the fame 
invariable meaning in. it- 

You obferve, that jdic different fenfes vf the 
term virtue May occajhn Hkewife various defini^ 
tions. qfity every one dejining it according to 
the light be has viewed it in. Now thus,: far 
there is no harm. Definitions, that are far 
from bring perfedtv inay yet be true, as far as 
they go 3 in which cafe they may all i^and. 
And confequently, difputes: arifing from fujch 
definitions, or rather the partial and private 
explanations of the feveralwriters, may be ac- 
fomniodated (if they will but retaia their 
candors and attentiop) becaufe truth is always! 
confiftent with itfclf. But you further obferve,- 
and I think juftly too, that they are apt, ever 
ry one, to define virtue, not only according to 
the light he haa viewed it in, but alfo ac«« 
eording to the foundatifin hi has given it in that 
5 b 1 viev)^ 
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<m&» From wbencft it appears, that fome of 
tfieir definitions (^virtue arc rather deUrtfmta^ 
tions of tbifmndatim of ity than eicpHcatimi 
^its nature^ I do not fay, but you may have 
reafon enough for this remark : all I would 
infer from it is this; that if they make the 
idcd of virtue itfelf to depend any way on the 
ground, which they a^gn for its fonndatioo, 
(and in many pafes the idea will unavoidably 
^^Uow the ground) the greater reaibp have 
we iftili to complain of their |iot defining 
foundation, and precii^ly fixing their meaning 
in it. Becauft if they apply it improperly, 
^as by making that a prinoiple of virtue, which 
is more properly a confequvnce of it) the idea 
of virtue itfelf may be impaired or fuflfer there- 
by. Nor will it be eafy, white alt are fup- 
pofed to have juft and true notions offmtada" 
fion^ and to agree perfe^y in them, to fhew 
hovv, or wherein th(f term is unduly applied* 
But furely the true way to bring this contro- 
verfy to fome good iflue, is to poftpone the 
difpute about fozmdatkn of virtue, •till It be 
firft agreed^ what th^t virtue is, the founda- 
tion of which is fought after. And then.wheQ 
jbi|nd^Qif)s poiniB to be- enc|ttired into, to 

*dmit 
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gdffiit of as many fiMlndaticaii a& (^n'j\il(|H;i^ 
and f>¥o^#Iy be'cslled :fes tbbiigh in^dWeN^t 
fenfes of th^ ^oi^; dS being a^HiSd Cb* virtue 
in 41 the dif^ereilt lights ^rid vteW», ifi whick 
k niky}t3ftly and'pfc^Iy b^coftfid^r^4 ^^ 
to *giV6^<jch of tli^hi ft^ due Wfcight "liid ndf 
inot!0w- .Vkfiie%i wery^tfiie fight will be 
amiable, aiid'wi'Kt'ha^fe ti propclr grdund^ iri 
thai view, fuifident.td fupportk binder thai 
pakiKiidtfr coikfid^i^^ii; But in fome lights 
k m^ appear far more excellent than ihothers'; 
and the grounds; oh which it Will be di&o- 
vered lo^(lliid*ifi* thofe views, will bc^in pro- 
portion tnorenbWey ^i Well as^ tnorfe ftedfilft 
and anittoveabl*. . • ' * ' -^^ ' 

fjfcti? you take ah opportnhity of remarkihg 
thtf' jJtfeliKir propriety of that definitions wbkk 
tonJJ^its vtriue as^ the conformity of a reafonahle 
creature to the nature and redfons oftbif^Si te^^ 
eatije this HireBly acqtmitts us nvith the nature 
of 'virtue. But here by the nature of virtue; 
you mufl be underftood to mean no morei , 
than its nature according to their, idea ofity who 
give tbii definition. For certainly, that other 
definition, which you quote from me, and 
wliich confiders virtue as a conforntrty of u 
B b 4 r^tf-j 
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TMffmakk creaiurf fd tk^wU ^ the creator; 
4oth as dire^y sicqu«nt ,u$ with the nature 
of virtue, ofifordif^ ta their, uka cf ii( na^re^ 
Hfibo ghf this ^fnitim*^ A&d (hefatne li^sty be 
(ai4 of the third d^uitipa Irnentioaed, which 
is the old one^; mof^ coiQmon among tHcAo? 
ci$nts, which cpnfiders virtue to bea^ij^a^ 
greefibly tg right refifon^ fffiz. fuch as .man is 
endowed with, and i$ /capable of ufi^g. ^ Foe 
this does alfo .as direiSly jl^qmdnt i|s .with tbe 
iHUntre ofwrttfey accor4f^. tp tbeif iifea cf itf 
nature y 'who gave tkiid^itiofi, 

§till piea^ to rcnjcpibp-, tfeatl ii|n;:U0tenT 
d^f^yo^ring here to f/^abliih ope^ jdegnifion 
more than another, but only.lhewieg, that I 
fe^your rsmaric will not apfw^r the purppfe 
you herf iptend to ferve by «• Thp triith and 
propriety qf either defiiy tiqn, ^hich ypu have 
been pleafed to compare ^vith each other oi) 
this occafion, entirely depj^nds upon what the 
true nature oi virtup is. If it arifps fqlply from 
th^ nature and reafon of thjngs, then the dc- 
finitiop you efpoufe is the only true one, and 
the only one» that can, with truth be faid to 
acquaint us direSly with the nature of virtue, 
jjPitf if it arijesfoklyfrom the will oj tbe^ ^reatta^^ 

the 
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the very iame thing may be faid of that <o6f 
with jeijied^ to ^detevmining . virtue'^ nature.^ 
For, .accordbg to this definitfoa, the very^ 
ejfeme of vittue is the will of fbe creator ^ and 
not the £toefs of things confi^derj^ in itfelf/ 
For nothing, according to thi^, is good 4? 
(vilinltfi: own nature, .till made ^o^ by his ap- 
pointment. '* 
When therefore 3rou objed againft this lafl' 
definitiop^ that it. gives us no tmmnernfmgl^ 
intoihe nflture of virtue^ till wi are infor-md 
by other tnems v^hat the will of ^ creator k^ 
mdtberefpreU no ptsperidefioittoaof it, wilt 
ndt they, who adhere to this definition, reply^ 
that tili/uch iiifornoation of the: ereat<k^s witfe 
is ob^ui^ed, by iome means or tM&er,. virta^ 
hath no nature, properly fpealaggj cvttjf* 
thing kindifer^njtin^kfelf? And will not MA 
/^— p— himfelf reply, that till the law of ac 
fuperipr. appear, :tliej« is no obligation .ariieth,; 
npr.aAy thing that can ^onftitute morality in* 
actions ? The firft of thefe may fay. of the de^ 
finition you recommend, that it gives no Ugjbt^ 
into the nature, of wrtue^ till we are informed;. 
that die .will of the creator is confonantto the; 
WtJ?rc and reafojis of things. Aad Mr W-r^^ 



hmCt^Hony fy,y» that it.ffves m ligke rmt» the 
9i9iiaUt]r ptcftxly fo cssUcd ^ iBkim, till. «ew 
«rtf kifoniud^, that virtue i$ the ioiundion cf a 
£iperierwiU} whkb^l could not be found, 
till the beifiig and attribittcs of Ood were dif- 

. I d(t n^t ap{>rebend, that aojr escttfe need 
be made for either definition, becaufi tbff irib 
4^frt/tt«eJiiemfetbeftmdationcfvirtitey viicb 
intJnseoHtrmurJjfisaJdtbi^-b^^ngtbepiel'- 
Um. Fordefinidons o£ idainp ott^ to take 
in whatfeever ne<ieflarily eAt^ffs into a jdft id^ 
4f their eflbncia t and con^qtiei^y maft de- 
tisnnise thshf. inundation iti manyci^s-on- 
ittndably. Bat . when yi\i {4ead further in 
«reuie-^r^ definitioa ycu appirove, tM(/V 

Hm af.wirMet mtbwt -atftsghig iu^iUkkn to 
ibenahavtmdtjfhaial'difirencei^t^gri tiie 
i^Tocates for die propn^ <£ the othite' defi- 
"nition will give tbat^ aftil^ Inffctnce 6f one, 
whetdn the nature and tt^ntiid differences 
of thinga tan not expr^M. And if you ihould 
teply, that although t\ity are ft6t eieprefled, 
diey aite neverthelefsim|4iids ^tiy v^Ml an- 
iv9tf that tho creator's wU! t» juft a» much 
. implied 
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impiied \fi that defihitlon, ivh)$Ii >^^{^ .a/^. 
(be nature .aninafin$ (f^flgH j»pd.f}utlKifft 
tbat.it is feared pdS^k toighf ajufi ofui jffr^mr, 
de^ition of viriuf^ Hjoitbwt renpf'^ng its relfrt^ 
tionio the. creators mil Ap4 they W^ alia 
think, that ihcyzhkn z% good A Jrigl^t as y^ 
havo to fay furtliec m your woi^ds; that thit 
may:{ctv€ 2szpfoof^ that virtoe^wes its orU 
gin/olelyto th&,ctt?iovs^l\iyJnce'fke,s;fif^Sdf^ 
ration cf that enters necejfarUyt ff^ tbej^ hk^ 
of itf effence^ asui they wiiLalfo l^g kaw^ta^ 
fny further, that even in the: d^fffest^ 5ww^ 
according to wbiebtbefeveralwritfr^:,have /^-i 
fined virtue, the will of God/ ^igbt be a fo^^ 
won foundation to fy^^rt them z\U ^jpimaji^ 
eafifybe refohed if^V thsit^ andjkunffy.refi u^ 

Buttljoagh yoir. greatly pRfcr «ft€ <rf theife, 
definitions before thc,othjftr^ y^^AQ^^fy^^^ 
that you halrc given it, or all<)!vred ife 4S yoi(r-^ 
own^.iiBth& dcfinitioDt that^^take to be thfi: 
moft juft 4Qd proper* My only rpafon for 
making a doubt» whether you will warrant it, 
or not, is, becaufe it will not wdl fuit with, 
that cd^ftra^ idea of the nature of wrtucy which 
)Mll fpcal?^ of in your 7th paragraph as a quite 

« diffe. 
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different idea from that ofihefraBice tf virtue-, 
and doth not include the reafon and free-will 
of moral agents. But now this definition, \;/2r. 
a cmformity of a reafmabk creature to the na- 
ture andreafm (f things^ doth include the rea- 
fon and free^#iU of moral agents. For the 
reafon of the creature is as abfolutely neceflary 
to the idea » the reafon (f things ; and con- 
formity rchtts as clofely and indifpenfably to 
that, which conforms to, as. to that, which is 
conformed to. Perhaps this may be thought a 
proper definition of moral agency, or . the 
practice of virtue y for you own, th^t free-vnll 
a fid reafon are abfoktely necejfary to moral agency. 
And in another place you fay, where there is 
no choice or free-agency^ no morality can arifi. 
But nqhere tbefe are^ morality doth arife from 
^ ^fftSs of oin a&ion 'made the olyeS gjT dxice. 
{JForks of the Jjcarncd^ 1 74.3 i * p. i 54.) From 
comparing all thefe pai&g^ together k ieem^ 
to me, that you will readily admit the defini- 
tion above mentioned, as a juft; and proper one 
of moral agency ; but cannot admit it as a juft 
definition of virtue in its abfiraSi nature^ ftrip- 
^d of every thing but its nee^flary relation to 
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the nature of things, which how you will 
exprefs in a (definition I know not. 



Continuation of tbe^anfwer to Mrs Cockburn'^ 
Letter y viz^ on obligation, &c, 

II* "\7^0U will be plcafed to remember 
X what it was, that gave occafion to 
the favour you did me in communicating your 
thoughts on obligation: it was this query, 
which I had put, viz. wbetber moral virtue 
and moral obligation muji needs have the fame 
foundationy and in the fame fenfe ? 

It. appeared to me from your firft refleSioa 
on ibis query in your former paper, to which 
I refer you, that you allowed to moral obli*. 
gation (what you had denied to moral virtue) 
more foundations than one ; and alfo that you 
fpake of obligation as a term, that had no am- 
biguity in it. 

Therefore in hopes I might tempt you t6 
cleanup the notion of obligation, and at the 
fame time, that I might (hew you I had fome^ 
reafon for my query, I propofed to you three 
notions of obligations arifing, as I conceived, 

from 
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from three diflfefitnt grounds^ or built on tbfce 
different foundatbtts* 

I had called thefe three forts of obligations, 
as well as three forts of foundations. To which 
your anfwer in the nth paragraph of your 
laft letter is, that you have conftantly kept to 
one precife meaning of obligation, and you 
apprehend then can be but me fort ofity though 
there nsere fifty different fauTtdations of it : and 
that what I call tbree forts of obligation^ feem 
to yw three forts offoundatiom, upon which 
ebligatioH^ in one and the famefenfey miy^ and 
d^s arife. 

And as you are.fo good as to define like- 
w^e this me fenfe of obligation, to which you 
conftantly adhere, you have d<^e all, that can 
be defired of you, and have enabled me to 
fee more clearly^ wherein the diffi^rence lies 
between your ientiments^ and mine on this 
branch of the fubyed; 

You have coniidered obligation onlj^ as it k 
in die mind of the moral agents who is titider 
it : as appears from your definidon of it> viz. 
fucb a perceptim of an indt^ement ta 40j «r to 
forbear aSingy as f^ces an agent to/hndfe^^ 
fondenmed^ if be does not conform ta it^ Wbttvas 

I con- 



of nrnal Firfui jmd^ matal 0bti^4ai(m. \%%% 

I confidered it^ at othn^s have done befdra mt^ 

more at large, as bemg obligation in an esc- 

ternal >as well as internal ienfe. When I faid, 

for inftance, that it was (in one fenfe of it) - 

the unaUmabk rigbty that Uiab has to he pre^ 

f erred before faljhood^ good before bad^ by all 

redfohabk creatures that can difiinguifl) betnveeti 

tlxm, I meant by thisj that evei^ creature^ 

whpiisi. capable of xnakipg thefe diftindtions, 

is under^eidigatiMj m prefer the <>ne before 

the other, whether he hath that perteptton^ 

which jQxx define obligiltioii by, or not. Fot 

his negleSiing to make ufe of his faculties, of 

his updue ofe of them, will not releafe him, 

from cthe ol)ligation he lies under from the 

nature afid truth ol things. No matter how 

theyare^fbrgottcn, denied, miftaken by care- 

lefi, fenfoal, po&ive perfons<: they neverthe^ 

lefs Hand' in their full force of cbUgationy as 

&at fignifies their ttniverfal and uinalienable 

right to be t rule of adion to moral agents. 

Now your defiait(on doee not take in obli;^ 
gallon ia this, light, at leaft only pair^lly, and 
fo far as. it is a£kuaUy perceived by pardcular 
^geotsi and it takes in another kind of obli^ 
gttion» (i;f;8. that of ^ m(ftajcen yj4^mmx) 

which 



which (hall hind a particular agent, to zSt 
even contrary to obligation in the fenfe juft 
now mentioned* I am not objedtng to your 
definition on this aceoimt. So far fromit^ 
that I think it the foileft, the clear^, the 
moft unexceptionable definition of djen/eof 
obligation, that I have ever met witb# It beft 
dcfcribes an agent's ftate of mind oader this 
Jhje^ determines no particular foundation, yet 
fuits with all, even asiftaken and fancied 
foundations, from which neverthelefs real 
obligations do fometimes arife ; and it has an 
^immediate andclofe connexion with praidice; 
for our judgment or perfuafion of the good- 
nefs or evil of adions, however gairied, muft 
be our pre&nt guide in all our condiid:. 

Now let it be obferved here, before we go 
any further, i ft, that in your enquiry after 
the foundation of virtue, you confidered vir- 
tue, not as it was pradifod by particular agents, 
but in its general abftrad nature i in whidi 
view you give it one mfyfoundafim* When 
you come now to enquire into the foundations 
of obligation, you do not confider it as a ge-^ 
neral abftrafted notion (as others have doncj 
"nrhofe <|(^nitions you give me) but a$ a prac- 
tical 



hj itoral Virtue dnd ntiraJ Oblightion. 385J 

tical principle in each particular moral agents 
vrhich makes him accountable for his condud):^ 
land which forces him to condemn himfelf for ^ 
his mifcondudt; And to obligation in this 
fenfe you allow feveral foundations. So far 
then granted to the purpofe of my query, firft 
pf bpofed to you ; that moral virtue and moral 
obligation may not hare xhtfamefoundatkn^ 
and in the fame finje. 

2dly, Your definition of obligation is diffc- 
i-ent from all others, that I have heard of. It 
is not indeed the worfe for that> nor do I 
cfteem it the le(s. But however, it is a fur- 
ther proof to mei that tbeprecife meaning of it 
is at little fettled in this part of the enquiry y as 
that (f the term foundation and virtue nvere in 
"the kft. This I had ventuted to fay in my 
Reply to you* And your Anjwer to it is, that 
<< you acknowledge the precife meaning of it 
. >^* has not been £ciehti£cally fettled, and that 
*^ feme have obfcvred, and others begged the 
^* queftion by defining it j but you do not 
<< find any mifunderftandings have happened 
^* in the controverfy from thefe defeds," &<. 
It is a 'marvel to me, that mifu^detflap'^ings 
ihould not have happened in the coptroverfy. 

Vol. II. C c where , 
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where the prmcipal term was difierendy uti-> 
dcrftood by difFefeat.comrovert^s, a^ appears 
by their djlf^erent de&iitions of it, now tbat 
they have at length thought fit to explain 
themfelves. You are plea&d to naentUMt three 
of. thpfe definitions beiides yonr own. . So that 
you prodaacetwo on IhClarkesMt of thequeP 
tion> and two ^n thefide of his adverikries in 
the queilion. Thofe on the fam/e fici^ di^i 
i(nnething iroJEh eadu other, bi^t more conii- 
dierably from thofe of the.oppofite fide» AoA 
what you obierve of tmcf of the£b de^nifaons 
«n OQC fide of the qiiefl^n, that it is: Pegging 
tie quefHon in favour cf the, author* s iekved 
principk^ which he makes the fbundalibnof 
virtue and. obligation, iobferve alfo of another 
definition, viz^ Mt. Balguys on the otheii fide 
cf di^ queflion, Whodefiii^afin ^omx: of his 
beloved principfo. 1% not. this a ftrofig; pre- 
fnoiption of the: trudtLof. what I toli&yott be- 
fore,* tbongh you arC' oot .WilUiig to^bw if, 
that it ii ihiefiy owing to the difftreM iwtiom of 
$bligationy that we have different fbtmdations 
^gnedtoitt 

' 3dly, One thiAg moris I would obie«v« to 
yourherei. that youj? mo^ accurata andjodi^ 

ciou* 
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cious writci: on Dr Clarke's fide agrees'with 
mc in diilinguifliing obligation into external 
knd internal. By the internal he' means, I 
think, much the fame, that you do, f • e. the 
bbligatipn of confcience. But the external^ 
^hich arifesfromjuft, authority.^ he fays, he has 
no occafion tofpeak of oa. the fubjefl: of mora-^ 
lity. But his difcarding on6 fenfe of obliga-^ 
tion in. thi$ manner is no anfwer to- thofe, who . 
plead a juji authority to be at any time a fufB-^ 
cient obligatioa to adion ; efpeoially thofej 
ivho acknowledge no obligation Without aa 
bbliger, /. e. a fupcridr perfon having riglit 
faf command. You bbferve, thart *^ people in 
^* common difcourfe underftand one another ' 
** Well enough, whfen they fay they are undeP 
^* an ciKgation to do fu^h' and fuch a thingi 
*' though perhaps th^^GGrpld not deiinfi the 
« word/^ Very trpe^ Aey und^rAand,' that, 
the peribns, who is^i fo/ aire dioroughly con- 
vinced' by foime ftroitig. and plain i^eafon for 
acting/ and purpofer: within themfelvespfoi* 
fuch plain reaf&nttf*#fo and fo. Butihis^ifc 
all they underftand, or ptTrhapB enquiry ^ter^ 
and i$ all that is n€ce(fary to knoWj^ihdrdet* 
to difcover what ibcfe^^ pcpfons defi^n to dd. 
C c 2 But 
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But how doth it follow, that becaafe people 
commonly agree in the general meanitig of 
this expreffion, being under obligation^ which 
is of the greateft latitode, and made ufe of in 
all forts of fubjefts, and on all occafions 5 there- 
fore, writers on morality are agreed fufficient- 
ly in a meaning of the term, when ufed only 
in a moral fenfe ? They may perhaps agree, 
that it is the. moral reafon of action. But when 
they come to diftingiiifli the moral reafon of 
aClion from all other reafons of it, then they 
are divided in their fentiments, ox at.leaft in 
tlieir way of expreffingtlicmfelves; . 

But you ^* have conficmtly kept to the fame 
** precife meaning of the term j " and fo you 
mayi as you confider it as in the mind of the 
agent only, viz. as d, perception of an irukice- 
ment^ &c. which will always appear to be one 
and t^e fame idea, though there ht^y dif- 
ftrent inducements, that may be thus perceived, 
and thereby become, obligation in :one and the 
♦fame feofe, aH of thcmi forcing ithc agent is 
the ffitne manner, thcMigh npt perhaps in the 
^ame degree, to ftand : fe]f-cotidemned, if he 
.^dpf^qt; comply witbnth§0|. Bin; though all 
of tl^m have the fia|$ire of obligation thus 
:■ < . :: j con- 
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confidered, as perceptions of the agent, yet 
all of them have not an; obligatory power inr 
herent in them, or infeparable from thenv 
For feveral things may be perceived to be in- 
ducements, \hzx.Jhall force the agent'y &c. and 
be confequently obligations to the perfon fo 
perceiving them, vehich, in reality, are things 
not obligatory, but are only, through error 
in judgment, thought to be fo : while other 
.^hings, that really have an obligatory power 
infeparable from them, through inattentive-- 
nefs, or other criminal defedt, may not com^ 
under .his perception. Here then is room for 
a diftinftion of obligations under your own 
definitions of the term : One fort is real, the 
other is only imaginary. One is fo in its own 
nature ; the other is fo only in perception^ or 
jn the fenfe of the agent. 

You will fay, tliat in treating on the fubjcft 
of obligation, you have no concern with difi- 
tempered minds or erroneous confciences, but 
with perfons capable of juft and found reafon- 
ing ; that you are fpeaking of fuch obligations, 
as are real, and not fuch as are only apparent 
Be it fo : yet even among thefe, I. apprehend, 
there arc fuch evident diftindlions, as denote 
C c 3 a dif- 



ti difference in 'kind, ex.gr. Is It not one thing 
to be obliged by the natural equity of things, 
without looking for any farther authority} 
find another thing to be obliged by the wilj 
of a faperior, having right to command obe- 
dience, without looking for any further rea- 
fon J and another ftill to be obliged by a 
profpeCl of the confequences, that will follow, 
npon adling qr pot ^fting, in fuch or fuch a 
manner ? 

* I know 7pu look upon the two laft of thefc, 
only as additional abligationsy or re-cnforce- 
ments of the firft original obligation : And 
that nothing in ftriftnefs can oblige, but the 
internal reafons of things diily perceived by 
the moral agent. And what I have " called 
•* three forts of obligation, fecm to you three 
" forts of foundations, upon which, obliga- 
-** tion in one, and the fame fenfe, may, and 
■^* docs arife : for there can be but one fort 
** of obligation ypu fay, though there were 
^* fifty different foundations of it/' 

Madam, if I underftand you right, you have 
but one invariable lAcz of foundation i and that 
fo certain and adequate, fo little liable to be 
mifconceivcd, that you apprehend all writers 

agref 



agree m liiat one fenfc of Ac term. F*r the 
fame rea&ais therefore, that yau. can allo\ir» 
land fpeak of three forts of fniidagma^ y6tt 
«wy. adook of three forts of obligations, with- 
out bur^ng your definition, which anfwers 
'equally to them ail, and indeed .brings them ^ 
alljnto the agent's mind, undetone denomi^ 
-mtiofl. Your way oi confidering obligation 
to arife, in one and the fame fenfe, from diiP- 
fer^rit and diftind: grounds, doth not deitroy 
my diftin^ion of three forte pf obligation, aOjr 
more tlwrn your fifing thfc term foundation in 
one and the fame fenfe, when applied to the& 
different grounds, hinders you from faying, 
ag you do very properly, that they are three 
ibrts of ^foundations. Whereby you cannot 
mean confiftently with yourfelf, that thcfe 
three feveral grounds are to be taken in three 
different fenfes of foundation (for you alloMr 
of no fuch diiFerent fenfes) but only, that 
thefe three feveral grounds, though diverfe 
things in themfelves, and of different fignifi- 
cation, are neverthelefs foundations of obli* 
gation, in one and the fame fenfe and fignifi** 
$^on of the term foundation* 

C c 4 Give 
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Gi^C me leave likewife, to fupport iny tx^ 
prejjion as well as diJlindHmy by the authority 
of others. In Chambers^ s DiSlionary you will 
iticct with this expreffwn : ^* Here are three 
** kindi of obtigatimy natural^ civil, and mixedy 

^^ Natural obligations are founded on the 
^' mere bonds of natural equity, without any 
^' civil neceidity, and without producing wy 
-*^ action of conftraint." 

It was this kind of obligation in our fubjed, 
that I intended to exprefs by the unalienable 
rights, that truth has to be preferred before 
falfhood, good before bad, by all rational 
preatures, that can diflinguifh them ; and its 
f>undation, as I faid, will be in the eflential 
differences of things, and fitneiles of a^on 
flowing from them. 

*^ Civil obligation is that, which is fupport- 
•^ ed by civil authority alone ; which induces 
*^ a conftraint, without any principle pp foun* 
" dation in natural equity.-- 

It was this kind of obligation, fo far as it could 
be coniidered in morals^ that I intended, when 
Ifppkeof obligation, as being taken by ibme 
in legal fenfe, as implying an obliger or fupe- 
fipr having authority to command obedience. 

' A^4 
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And in this view I £tid, ' that oUigation iii 
morals muf): certainly be founded in the will 
of God. 

Not that I underfland, as perhaps fome do; 
that his will obliges, without any principle 
or foundation in natural equity 3 but that the 
will of fuch a being as God is, muft, when^** 
ever it is made known to his creatures, oblige, 
without their having any other perception rf 
the equity of it, than what; they lAfer from 
his nature. 

But indeed, the obligation, that is founded 
in God*s will, doth anfwer better to Chamber*^ 
third divifion, viz. " mixed obligation is both 
^* natural and civil, being founded on natural 
" equity, and further confirmed and inforced 
'* by civil authority/* For the obligation 
arifing from God's will is ever prefumed to 
be founded equally in i^atural equity or the 
reafon of things. 

And laftly^ by obligation in the grammati- 
cal fenfe, as implying conftraint upon reluc- 
tancy, I intended to exprefs that kind of obli- 
gation in morals, which is inforced by fanc- 
iions of rewards and puniihments. Which 
kind is proper for thole, who neither will be 

reftraine4 
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raftmincd b)r rea&n, nor by the will of Ck)d, 
fm the Iqgidgiate Qiotires of co9ipli^ce widi 
it» and who therefore muft be conftrained (^ 
£u: as freewill iscapable oi^^nfir^int) by feme 
powerful inticementS'Of reward, or dread of 
threatDcd punifliimeiits. 

Upon this view of th^ nutter, I ihall leave 
you to judge and determioe, wliether thefe be 
properly three Jarts (as I had called thenfi) of 
j^bHgation, or whether they be only one fcatj 
or, obligation in one and the fame fipnfe of the 
iword. But stt the famti tifx>e, I touil iapprove 
your diefkution of obli^tion a$ the bell (I re- 
peat it) that I ha?e nfiet with for expreffiog 
jthe ftatepf mind, that amoral a^nt is under 
from obligation of any fort^ or in any ibnie. 
' Before w<^ leave this point of obligation, I 
/hQul4 t^e iiotice of wh^ you fay towards 
the end of your letter upon it» viz* " the 
*^ right, fay you, that truth h»s to be pre- 
5* ferred before fal(hood» is^ according to your 
^^ apprebenfions, not obl^ation, but 9, ground, 
** from whence obligation ^rifcs," 
. Now I own this rights &q. is not obligaticm 
in your o^ly way of con£dering that term, 
^cajufe you me£m qo more b^ )t^ than the 

fenfc. 
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fbnfe, that aa agent has of obligation. Yo^ 
^eak of it as zperfonal quaUly, or p^ception i 
and not as it isin things thcmfelveis, the iol^r 
]c& of fuch perception. 

And here again, our difference is only in 
words or exiprejms^ which, when iexplained, 
fhew we are both in a fcntiment^as tp the 
thing* When people fpeak of the obligation ' 
pf the law of nature, or of civil laws, they dp 
not fpeak improperly, though they intend lip 
inore by this obligation, than the J^uthority 
and influence of thofe laws, which ought tO/ 
bind moral agents and fubjefts juniverfally, 
V'hethcr they do acknowledge them or not j 
becaufe men, by the conftitution of their na* 
ture, and fubjcdls by their condition and fitu- 
ation infociety, are capable of acknowledging 
them, and obeying them. But if you chiife, 
inftcad of afcribing obligation to thcfe laws; 
or to the will of God itfelf, to fay, that they 
only have an obligatory power, and are fonn^ 
dations of obligation in moral agents 5 I (hall 
jpot oppofe you in fuch way of fpeaking : only 
I think, the other is as juftifiable, and more, 
according to common ufage j and ftands equal- 
ly well with your own definition. For, ac- 
cording 
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cording to that, the obligation lies ia ^ the 
inducement to aSl^ or to forbear oBing ; the 
perception of which inducement is the agent's 
fenfe of the obligation* Before perception, 
it was obligation in general to all creatures ca- 
pable of it. But the perception makes it 
fpecial. It is then obligation to the particular 
agent, that perceives it. The (landing, felf- 
condemned is only a confequence upon the 
fenfe of obligation. But yet it is a confequence, 
that diftinguiflies it from all other perceptions 
oi inducements, that do not infer obligatioDi 
and therefore was, very properly put in to 
make out your definition, and render it com- 
plete. 

12* To your next paragraph, in which you 
enter upon the laft queftion, "viz. " whether 
y the reafon, nature, and fitnefs of things, 
** confidered as antecedent to the. divine will, 
^' do appear under that confideration to be 
" obligatory to morality," &c. I need make 
no other anfwer than this, that it pldnly ap- 
pears, and is confeiTed by us both, that wc 
miftook each othe/'s meaning on that article. 
I had miftaken your meaning of antecedency 
to the divine will, when I put the query, 

And 
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And confequently, it was cafy for you to mif- 
take my intent in putting it. However, I am not 
fbrry for the miftake I made, becaufc it hath 
put you, in expldning yourfelf, to fct me 
right, upon obliging me with a clear account 
of what Dr Clarke and his followers maintain^ 
concerning the faid antecedency, and the fal- 
lacy, whereby their adverfaries maintain a 
contrary doftrine. I have already made my 
acknowledgments to you for this favour, in 
the beginning of this letter, I am lifcewife to 
thank you for {hewing me, before you finifh 
this article, that I have alfo wrongfully fup- 
pofed you had made a diftindion where yon 
had made none. For as much as you ufe 
obligatory y ^vi^ foundation of obligation^ as equi^ 
valgnt expreffions, and that wherever you 
Tiffirm any principle to be 2. foundation ofobli^ 
gation^ you beg to be underftood, that it is 
obligatory to morality^ I fhall take care to re- 
member this for the future. ; 
13, I had allowed the eternal ratios in fome 
fenfe a foundation ; and,: in what fenfe I meant 
it, I afterwards explained : But I faid, if yoti 
4:ither made them the primary or ,the ultimdfe 
' - , . . fouh- 
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foundation) of it (fer botia tbofe vtrords yod 
had ufed) I mxsft beg lea^fe to doabt of it. 
, Upon this you tell me^ that i/tbey are net- 
fher the me Hor the othery you cannot gtiefs in 
ivbatfenje I allow them to be a foundation at alL 
I wonder a. little at your being at a difficulty 
heK> becaufe your own there may be icveral 
foundations of obligationr^ of which oue can 
only be the primaryy and one th6 uHimate; 
£0 tfait yoil muft acknowledge the reft to be 
foundatioris inJ&A^^ other fertffy than zs primary 
or ultimate^ 

. But if ycRt wHl pleafe to look into that part 
of n!ry letter, where tbia do^bt occurs, you 
will fee^ that I objeded agaiaft your making 
thefc ratios the /^r/;»arj foxiridation of obUga- 
ftipii, only beeau^ they did bxX, appear to me 
io be the foundation of the firft motives or in* 
ducements to virtuous actions in mankind; 
in whkh light yoa had reprefented them to 
frove their obligation antecedent to that found- 
*d on God's. \»ilL To which I replied *^ your 
.^^ argument for their being the primary fouir-^ 
.^* dation or obngatlat from our percc^tipjw 
5^ of duty in; the cffendal differfcnccs, ^6. 
i^ pcevious to our difcovery, that they are 

" alf« 
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« alfo die wUl of God; li not, I think, fuffi- 
«' cicnt to intitte tlicm to the frtmacy^ whieft 
" the moral fcnfe, in that view, would claim 
" before then>, as being ihtijkjl foundadoA 
*^ of obligation, or the firfi principle, Aat 
•* lays ttien under moral obligations/' 

14. This indeed, you think, mdy. admit 
of a dotibt, but neverthelefs you arc willing 
to exchange primary for prior tb the difcovery 
of tie will of Godi :iii. which fenfc, I readH/ 
com^ into your fciitittient- 

15J. Thcin as for ultimate^ you knowi acw 
knowledge no ultimate in this fubjeiSt, but 
God. bibifelf. Ih which, 1 think, you at 
length- agree with me, n)iz. that the mfy pro^^ 
per uiiinkitl^foundatiM of tmral virtaey andmo^ 
ralcikgation^ ii God- bimfelf. la whiclr coir-* 
dufibn whofi)e?er concurs^ may inoffenfivdy 
rejpm ^ny patticular notionfs of his own, coit^ 
eeri)illg: foimdotione of them in a fubor£hattf 
ar fecondfty fenfe.^ ' 

And now, M^am, I have ^ne- through 
cv»y part of your Ikfr ebligihg letter, i!rot bai 
of any 4uiiiK>ur oi raifihg- objefitiom jrgamft 
what you have Wrote, but witlt adefirc to fe^y 
hxjuvf far the three queries^ which I firft of all 

put 
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pot to you, deierve to bd attended to on tiiis 
fubjed. But as I have hitherto given no par^ 
ticular account of my own fentiments, further 
than they may be guefled at^ or gathered from 
the queries thenifelves i and what I haive fioce 
(aid, to juflify my putting them to you, and 
more particularly in the (;on€luiion of my lad 
letter, where I hinted three points, whic;h I 
apprehended might prove the ifTue of the 
controversy 5 you may poflibly think, I am 
not fo fair and ingenuous with you, ^ 
you have been with me s and expe£fc^ that I 
ihould give you, with the fame unrefe'rvbdne^ 
and freedom that you have ufed with me, my 
whole fenfe of the matter in difpute. Now I 
acknowledge, it is but reafonable and juft^ 
that I fhould do fo. The extrabrdiiiery length 
of this letter will be my fufficient excufe for 
QOt offering to do it at prefpnt^ but if I get 
leifure for it hereafter, and have yourper^ 
miiiion to trouble you again with another let^ 
ler on this fubjeft, I ~ will lay before ytou my 
whole fenfe of the controvjsrfy, as far as it 
hath^ come to my kAowl^dge from the writers 
in it^ which it hath been my hap to look iota 

la 
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In tHc^mean time I remaini-Witb the greateft 

eftecrn^ 

lour moft (Aliged; : 

. . L J . . . . humble Servant^ 

^ ' ^ Tho. Sharp. 

Mrs Cockburn's lajl letter to Dr^ Sharp on the 
fubjeSi of moral virtue. 

OSlober 2, 1747. 
, Rbv; Sift, 

* ¥ Hope you will excufe my -keeping the 
X MS. fo long, which you fe^oured md 

* with. I was defirous to accompany it. with 

* foiAe thoughts of mine upon it, 'which I 

* have not been able to do fooner. 

< I make no doubti Sir, that the term 
^ foundatioHy as it is figuratively ufed, ma^ 
^ have different fighifications, when Applied 

* to different things-; but you will think mi 

* very- tenacious of my opinion, when I iay; 
^ that I ftill think moft wt-iters mean by it 

* the ground, on which that, which they 

* apply it to, ftands, or from tvhich it arifids \ 

* nor do I think, that their different appli^a- 
Vt)L. II. D d ' tions 
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* that they do not agree in their idea of it. 

* For my owh cafe in particular, I am pretty 
' fure I have the faoie idea of it, and ufe it in 

* the fiSLtnc fcnfe, when I apply it to virtue 

* and obligatim^, and though I fay of one,. 
•** that it ZTtk%Jbkiy from the rialuie uf lliings, 

* and of the other, that it may arifc froitiT^- 

* veral grounds y this I apprehend to make no 

* difference in the fenfe of the term founda- 

* tton^ when applied to both ; but only to ex- 
^ prefs a difference in the nature of the thidgs, 
? bo which I' apply it, to exprefs my opinion, 
i thit it is of the nature 9i virtue in the ab- 
^ ftrad^ to. arife from no other foundation 
! th^ tha^t which I hay^ Signed it ; but that 
^ obligation, though ariiing from the iame 
f foundation^ may» by the nature of at, arife 
^ H^e^Wife from feveral other grounds, all 
? i((^^Hy f<iundatiop8 in the very fame fenfe, 
' ^.^tA^fids on wbkb it ari/es i for I cannot 
^' tee^ thatjiffigning one or more foundations 
V tpa.thlDg m^kcs any difference in the fenfe 
< <i>f the ttfpi* And Jndfced, Sir, it feems to 

* me, that tfoofe other inftances you have 
f" g^en for 4^erent fenfe^ of foundation, 

*. u .... ! are 
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flirt ntit really fach, except that from Mr 
Warburtm. The orderly introduBion to a 
Tbejis is, I believe, a very different fenfd 
from what is commonly underftood by tha 
term foundation^ knd I think, I fhoald not 
have chofe it on that occafion j but no douht^ 
he is iniuch better judge of the propriety 
of it than I can be* .Mr Hookers manner 
o/ exprefHon looks^ I own, like two fenfcs 
of foundation j but, perhaps, if his fenfe is 
attciidfcd to^ diftindt frqm his expreffion, h? 
will appear to be enquiring after two fenfe? 
oifaitb^ rather than, of foundation* Thi? 
is, I think, his fenfe. If hy faith is meanir 
our belief in general of the Chrifiian religion^ 
then the writings of the Bvangelijis^ $cc. 
are the foundation of it : but, if hy faith is 
meant the principal thing which is. believed^ 
then God j manifeft in the flefh, is that prin^ 
cipal pointy the foundation of all the reft. 
Here are plainly two different fenfes of faith ; 
but the term foundation feems to me to be 
applied to both, in the fenfe oi a ground on 
which fomething is built^ the idea I have aU 
ways affixed to it. And furcly the apoftlc 
gives us the fame idea, when he faysg n^ 
D d g^^ * <etber 
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^ otloer foundation of the Chrijlidn churtih can 

* be laidy but Jefus Cbrijl ; and yet afterwards 

* fays, it 19 built on the foundation if the apoftles 

* arid prophets. They are both foundations in 

* the fenfe I underftand that term, the one 

* principal indeed, and' the oxhtr fubordinate -^ 

* and if you pleafe to call thefe different fenfes^ 

* I (hall not difpute it^ but I thirik'Tuch a dif- 
• * ference can caufe 'no confufion or miftakes. 

* The pafTages coUeded at the end of your 

* papers all relate. to xht praSHce of virtue^ 

* which may, as well as obligation,' -have fe- 

* veral'foundations ; and, I think, that term, 

* docs in all of them fignify a ground^ from 
' which the thing they apply it to arifes. 

•However, fuppofing all the foregoing to 

* be different fenfes, you are pleafed to aik 
^ me, " if there is no room for aiiy diftinc- 
" tions of this kind in the difpute about the 
** foundattions of virtue," I Cannot fay. Sir, 

* what room there may be for it, but have 

* expreffed my opinion, l(perhaps a little too 

* pofitively) that no mifapprehenfion has arifen 

* on this fubje<ff, on account of fuch diftinc- 
f tions, or could be removed by any expla- 

[ nation' of that term>. And I now beg leave 
•• ^ ^to 
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* to ghrc you my r<eafon for this opinion. I 

* have endeavoured to find out, fome different 

* fenfe .of foundation^ vvhich- might ajter the 

* ftate of the queftion between the vvr iters on 

* thatfubjodl, or fet it' iu a different light, but 

* have not been able, ,ta difcover any.; andj 
,* what is much nior? coniiderable, Dv.Sharp 

* himfelf (as ipuch as he ia inclined to fufpe^ft, 

* that.thofe writers. do, not ^gree in the\r idea 

* of the ttvm foundation) has notrciifcpvered * 
[ wher? tfleir.difagreenient lies ; whojlmakp 

* no doubt, is penetrating enough to difcem 

* it, if there was really ^ny fuch thiiig. And 
^ therefore, when he c^an point out fuch a 

* difagreement, as, when explained, would 

* help %Q adjuft the matters in debate, I fhall 
\ readily give up my opinion. Till then, hq 
' will excufe me for thinking, that the term 

* foundation is not capabl?' of jthe fame diftinc- 

* tions and divifions, as ihe term caufe^ and 
' therefore fitter to be retained in this con- 

* trpverfy. 

* Will you forgive, me, Sir, if I tell you, 
' that I have always thought thofe' logical 

* diftindlions fit only for the fchools; and 
! that they rather puzzle and perplex, thaa 

D d 3 * clear 
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^ clear up an argument to readers^ who are 
^ not ufed to their Hnguage ? Nay, that the 

* intention of their divifions may he rather 

* more intelligibly exp^efled, without bking 

* notiif e of them, 0r Rufberfortb having ufed 
^ the term caufe^ gave me the fitt^ occafion 

* to pat him in mind, that in th^ logical di-f 
< vi£on of paufes, hp had confidered only the 

* Jinal caufe : But what v^Quld my urgument 
^ have gained by this } He afierts, that no 

* ejfential differenfes^ no perfeption of the rela^ 

* tions of things^ no moral fenfe^ &c. can be a 

* caufe of obligation to pr^ftife yirtue j nq- 
' thing, in fhort, but^ view to a man's own 
' happiAefs 3 and this as efieflaally excludes ^ 
^ material and formal caufe^ as if he l^zA ex- 

* preffed them. On the other fide, when| 

* afiirnii that thofe principles dircdj: us to vir- 

* tue, make us ftand fclf-condcmned, if wp 

* coUnteraia them, &c. and that therefore they 

* are true and proper caufes pr grounds qf 
^ obligations; I believe the reafoning is as 
^ good, and at Icaft as intelligible, 9S if I had 

* czWtd them material and formal caufes. 

* Then, Sir, as to the difference between Mr 

? War§urton and me, yoij }uiow \ie allows, that 

' ? virtue 
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^ virfiut^r is' founded^m the' efienti^ 4^<^^^^» 

* nacdr^ £^r; of 'things'; andi y*t he main-- 

* tdhs, tfiat nothing' bilt wiU^ brtlie kw of a 

* fiipdddr, can conftitute the morality of ac- 
^ tions. : Ion the otkcr hand aficrt^tHkt aiSt*- 
« ing agreeably to-l^eeflential diSefance, na- 

* Uircr, and fitnefs of things, is iriorair.^trtue'i 

* and fliat the free choice of an agenty judg- 

* mg hrs ?6lion to be right or wrong, though 
^ wkhoi^t referenoe to^any will, frc^rfy 0ori^ 

* ftiiutet, the nwraUty of it. Here aire^ I thihk, 

* included three of the logical diitifiona df 
^ cauCbs/ viz. the jiat^tiih theformaiy and the 
^ efficient : But how the uib of thofe tcrto j, 
< or any explanation of foundatioBLcanhelptb 
^ adjoftthis difference of icntiniGnts, I xonfeft 

* Id<^in5t£be^ : 

* Qt^Xtith^ c^ of thofCj, who differ from 

* us ^]trtli,;by maintaining, tbatjth© will of 
/ God U the fole foundation or caufeof yiu- 

* tMC; that nothipg.is good orcyi^ init^ own 

* nature, till made ^ by Jiis appdwtment: 
^ What diftindions or explanations can pofli- 

* bly be found out to reconcile this difference? 

* You fay, 'Sir, that the nature and eternal 
f r^aibw of 'things may perhaps- be found 

; .! D d 4 *only 
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^ only a;)»4r//tf/foufidfttion; equivtileiit to nor 
/ thipg liiow, than what -the logiciaxjs-tecm a 
/ mat f rial ifflufe. But What! (hall wfc gain by 

* this difcotvcry, if the truth is, a$ I think it 
^ is, tl^z\th^ abJiraS .nature oi virtue. cannot 

* poflibJyiU'ife from any other caufe or foun- 

* dation?.The reafon, and the free will of 

* agents, may indeed,' be. confidered as the 

* formal and efficient jcac&s of /Ae /rarS^ of 
^ virtue i and tfaefe I have not nq^Ssed to 
^ take notice, of, though \ have not made ufe 

7 of thofc Jterms. • ' ' 

• However, Sir, I perfcdHy agree with yoa, 
/ that it .would be much to the advantage cf 

* this controvcrfy, if ail the writers in it 
■ff would ^explain their terms, particularly in 

* what fenfe they fpeak of virtue, andin what 

* they 'place the nature of it j and if they 

** would declare themfclves on all thbfe dif- 

* tinftions you have pointed at towards the 

* end of your papers, Jt'weretobe wifhed 

* too, that they would affirm or denj no point 
^* in debate with regard to man, coniicilcreB 

5 folely as^ a rational, a fecial, or a fenfible na- 

* tur'e, but; as he truly is, a compound of all 
7 together. The error ofXuch a partial eon- 

: *-- [ fideratioft 
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^ fidenddn of msa I took nodbo^ of in my 
^ fixmer remarks-; and' I had^ thoughts, oii 
^ occadibn of Mr SS^iV Scrmofts, tQ fay fome- 
5 thing of xkic indeterminate ufe ofterms\ ioi 
^ be lias given us: two or three different defi* 
^ 'nitiMs of virtue In tlfte famedi&oorfe: But 
^ my ill health did not allow me to do thil 
> tim[&eDough\farimappendixrtd fhe.2?^/;7^r>^i 
^ - (?» Hrfyaberfi^tb) fo it was dropped. Thcr6 
' ieerns Ukewf^' fo«e e^tplanation^^tvanted of 

* the terms ufed byDr Ciark/4 -followers, 
f eternal truths j inimutable natuff^larid relations 

* of things, Gfr. Thefe have been.muc& 

* miftaken, or mifreprefented by their pppo- 
' fers. But I think I have done' niy part on 

* thefe fubj^iSts, .and- n^ed not trouble thf 

* world or you any more with the reflexions 
f of, 

SIR, 

Tour obliged bunAU feHani\ 

C:X^OCKBURN. 

/ • :? \\.\ -: ; V ^/i ••• 

,. ' •:' -v : -*' OSl. 2, 1747. 

^11. am much tlifappointed, Sar^ in not 

f having the fatisfadtion of feeing, you on your 

f return, as we.es&pleded. I defigned then to 

\ * have 



^ hats pp^jttired af6(c ^foeeod part of your 
f MS» whidi it fceibS':tQ piomife} and to 
5 have ctpreflbd my iincere thanks £br your 
^ condeCccnfioO) in beftowing fo macfa pabs I 
^ on mine. When I am abie to ren& k, I 
' (hali make the.beft i&fe I can of your jodi- 
V cious obieraations. ;?* 
; * If you have done imA .//^/^^ diejirjl 
^ fP^^i^f ^*wr w the. Deity ^ be pletibd w 
^ fend it,wh«ft you bav^jui ojpportunky^ and 
' I {bould be gljtd to )i3MMIr Whether it anfwcr^ 
< ed yqOr expectation. My refpeds to your 
! Lady/ ' 
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g/*odotef 2.1747. 

Madam, * 

I Thank ybii for the' favour of your late 
letter } >and afTure you, that I have perofed 
it attentively ; and that every thing, that you 
write, makes an imprefiion upon me, and puts 
me upon review of my own jGsiitimems. I -am 
quite a(hsu»ed to harp ia long upon the. firft 
firing in the iii^ute ftaindatim^ I ijudl bo^ 

make 



make my dying Speech upon tt* xelolving^ciw 
vef to trouble ycBilxvith it morfii • . ;; 

No doubt. Madam, " tn^ iirt'iierfi mem Jkyt 
^^ fouMation ibe ground tm ^bicb thut^ ivkici( 
^^ ibey apply $t:ta^Jhmds^ or froin which it 
>* arifesy Becaufe what will : not iofwcr tQ 
one or other of thefe cxplauaitii^s can be i!\ 
no fenfe anyfcundotim at all. .For the ide^ 
fallen from thp foA and literal meanipg muft 
la cporij: be cabiid through i^jt the. metapho'^ 
yjctl g&8 of it^ moi^e or Itis'-^^i^s^Xy. Buf 
theft mhji ^asritin do. Hkewife : jeive it ambif 
guou$, i^ which of thefe two fenfes it xqxA 
he taktn : for^tliottgb you feet|i indeed to re« 
prefeat \tuone fa^j or m idea^ of which 
jjrou g^ve it tWQexplaiq|^ii5|yet in truth each * 
Df ]^ttr jCxplatiatfoDS coav^ a diftiniS; ideaj 
mz. the om^ not aninife)^ the fame with the 
other, bi|t varyii^g from thi!^ other fufficientl/ 
fo tnake a peiteptible difference, and to caufc: 
confufion in a difpiUe djepeiiding upon clear* 
nefs of ideas. ^ 

You may r^smpmber I had obferv^^d to you 
{n Qiy enquiry after the various ufages of tfae» 
terHi, that the figurative ufes of it^ eftablifhed 
J>y fuftom^ wer? ^f tw<? fopts, or might bo 

thrpWft 
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titirown intotwo da&s; one mn-epnpery be- 
ing the firft remove from. the primary or lite- 
ral fcnfe^ w«. a gnund on which ariy thing 
fiands^ f efts^ is fupported or eflabliQied ; and 
the other Up proper^ being a further tranfla- 
tion of the term to ftand for the idea oia 
fcfurce^ or beginning from whence. any. thing 
takes its rije^ oi: Jprings^ or is deduced: • This 
IS the metaphor in a further .remove ; . and 
Come& to the Tame fpnfe:witiJthofe otherme- 
taphors, root vlt^ fountain^ rygiuqh give oot the 
fame idea^ that is carried tlirough the for- 
mer clafs. ' \ ' ' ' ^' - - ' 
* ' Now ' t^en I grant therr-ii'nD one of the 
Writers, but afligns a foandation for vi^uc, 
^nd for obligation is o|p7or; other of thcje ge- 
neral metapharical.fenfe&c:ni>i:. can the term 
}n this large andi ||teafim| VfXpMioa pi k, 
b.e faid to l^e mifu&cf by ftn^ .df them ffi their, 
applicatiohs-ofitii Yethcf^j^an they- Jjf feid 
to be agreed iji the idea of it^^^^^jXi they apply 
it, in this queftion about virtue, fometinaesin 
one of thcfe fenfes, ai«l\,^9ro?times ia 'the 
other ? Making it ftand indifcriminately j(for 
io it muft ftand, .till it i$ explained and dfsfi- 
fied) not only for eiT^^ntlal,. necefl^ry, and 

immu- 
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immutable principles, but for motives, in-' 
duccments,. eijds, 6?^; and wHeatKcy ipply it 
to the fubjed:, of which the foundation i^ 
fought in one of thcfe fenfcs, by inquiring upon, 
what bottom 'oirtuejiandsy or is eftabliftied, and 
then proceed to aflign that foundation in this 
other fenfe; by refolving thit enquiry int<* 
fqmethlng, from whence virtue confefledly 
arifes ovfprings^ but doth not ftand,;or is not 
cftabliflied upon it. '. . - ) ; ; * * 

The; controverfy is, as I take it, what is the 
foundation of moral .yirtue? vNow there ar« 
many aflignmQijts pift^te of gr9^fldsi which arc 
all of, them foundations of it> in the general 
idea oi, grounds on y^hich itjiandsy ovfrom ni^bieb 
it arlfetb. Either therefore, they are allfoun^ 
dations of virtue, (and if this idea, be one and 
the fame y as you fay^ /« ail wn ten mindSy they 
are all equally fiundatiofis^) or if. they be not, 
we muft have a more determinate uJea of what 
ought tp be reputed, and called the foundationy 
in the application of that term to this fubjed^ 
.bcforcthe queftion can be refplvccji For fincc 
the term bath different JignijkationSy when ap^ 
plied to different things y (wl||ch you, alfo ac- 
knowledge) and is of more than ordinary 

impoff- 
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foubdatioo; * in the beginning of your co^ 
refpondence ^ viz. tb( gnmnti on *wbicb mord 
virtue^ {vlz^ virtue iri iffi.tfhjiraB nature^ as 
you afterwards explained \x) folely arijesy m 
tbaty witiwt wbicb^ tbere coidd be nafucb tbin^ 
as virtue. Now it appMsar'd to me, that you 
could not inland founJatisn in this fenfe, whea 
jou applied, it to the: many grounds^ from 
which you faid obligation* might arife. Be-" 
caufe // could not befaido/any^ one oftbem^ that 
it is tbe ground; on wbick obligation folely .arifes, 
or tbat witbout wbicb tbere could be nofucb tbing 
as obligation. Therefore J inferred from the 
manner of your applying the term to obliga-^ 
tion, that you meant no more by it, when fo 
applied, than afufficient motive or a reafinabk 
inducement. A fenfe, which the word canicsj 
though it be different from the fenfe of it^ 
when applied by you to the abftradfc idrt of 
virtue. 

Now you have neither fliewed me, that I 
judged wrong in thinking thcfe were two 
different fenfea of foundation ; nor tbat the 
word in either of thefe fenfes may be indiffe«» 
rently, applied, either to the idea of virtue ia 
the abftrad, or to obligation ; but you ha^e 
only^apprifed me, that you have tbe fame iJof 
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6/ it'y and ufe it in the Jame fenfe^ when you ap^ 
ply it to virtue and to obligation. This fame 
ideay znd fame fenfe^ I may prefame, is that 
fame^ which moji other writers have and mean, 
viz. the ground on which that which they apply 
it tOy fiandsy or from which it arifes ; which 
you look upon as one idedy or bnefenfe only. 
Be it fo 5 you are allowed ib have. this fenfe 
and idea of foundations in both applications 5 
becaufe, if this had been wanting in either 
of them, they could hot have been called 
foundations at all. 

But then, although this is the moft you may 
inean by the term, and though you mean al* 
^vays to ufe it in the fame fenfe j doth it folio Wj 
that there is no ambiguity in the term itfelf, 
Whichj in one of thefe applications, might 
have fignified (and fo you once did expound 
it yourfelf ) the ground, on which any thing 
fo wholly arifes, as thaty without /V, there could 
be nofuch thing ; and in the other, may only 
fignify fimplyi a ground on which any thing 
arifes y but yet not effential to its produftion, 
or neceflary to its being. 

Surely here is a diftindlion between foun- 
dations (and a remarkable one too) which in 

Vol. II. E e your ' 
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your one idea^ and onefenje of the term (as you 
now explain them) you do not reach. And, 
if moji writers mean no more by it than you 
do (which yet will be a queftion, till they tell 
u^ fo) I cannot pofiibly difcover, what you 
are contending about, under this term founda^ 
ticny rather thap any other term i fince none 
of you (according to your prefent account) 
mean any thing more by it, than what i$ 
equally true in every application, that every 
Que of you makes of it. 

I (hall not allow this diflindion between 
foundations, in this fubje<5t, to be called either 
unnecejfary or nice^ till they are given up for 
fuch, in the following inftance. A certain 
author had laid the foundation of obligation 
in rewards and puiuft>nicnts 5 concciviag, that 
ligation arofe folely from a profpe£i of tbem. 
He went too far indeed in faying folely ^ fincc 
there are other grounds of obligation : But, 
however, he xS^ foundation rightly, fincc 
that means only a ground on whick any thing 
arifethi in whichT^, or according to which 
idea^ foundation is juftly iapplied to the prof-* 
ped: of rewards and punifliments. Hereupon, 
he is advertifed, by a very judkiout adv6r&ry, 

. that 
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timt theji tanhcit &f ^foundation of obJigati(m% 
tbmgfi be Jupp'ofis all Obligation to arifefolely 
fromaprofpei^ oftbeiH. They are only a new 
motive to the performance of duty, but no nn$ 
foundation of it. \Works of the Learnedy Au^ 
gu^ 1743* ?• 120.] Now would it be fufHi* 
cient for the author abovementiojied, to reply 
to thefe jufl and necefTary diftindlions, that they 
are all equally foundations in the very fame fenfe^ 
as groundf on which obligation arifes 5 and that 
'offigning on& or more foundations to a thing 
makes no difference in the fenfe of the term f 
and that rev^^ards and punilhwients, whether 
the fole Joundation or not, would at Icaft be a 
fieii) foundation of obligation ? and as properly 
fo, as any other thing, fince there is but one 
idea, one fenfe of the word in this difpute? 
I do not fee how you could obviate fuch a 
reply, upon the footing on which, you have 
now put the whole meaning of foundation in 
this controverfy. You would find it necelTary, 
to have recourfe to your former diftindions, 
between that, from which any thing derives, 
or to which it owes its beings or without which 
there could be no fuch thing 5 and that^ which 
is no more than a fu per induced motive , pr 
£ c 2 ground 
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p ound of an additional obligation^ or a further 
enforcement of the true and genuine prin- 
ciple. But thefc are diftinfttons, which the 
term foundation in the one idea and onefenfe^ 
that you are pleafed to confine it to at prefent, 
can never reach ; and therefore till it be more 
particularly and fpecifically defined, it cannot 
but have, and retain a perplexing ambiguity 
in thcfe fubjeds. 

You may indeed intend- no more, by your 
applying foundation, as one to virtue in the 
abftraft, and as many to obligation, than to 
exprefs a difference in the nature of the things^ 
to which you apply it. But you do really, at 
the fame time, exprefs a difference in the 
fenfes of foundation. Nay, you will find in 
due attention to your other writings, that you 
really make a difference in the fenfes of foun- 
dation, when applied to obligation only ;, tho* 
you may not always exprefs *this difference 
in direft words. When you fay here, that 
obligation, though arijing from the fame foun- 
dation^ with virtue in the abflradt, may by the 
nature of it arife likewife from fever al other 
ground'^ all equally Joundations^ in the ^ery fame 
fenfe^ as grounds on which it arifes ; you muft 

mean 
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trican a famcncfs of fenfe in this rcfpeft only, 
that it may be equally faid of them all, that 
they' are grounds on which it arifes y which is 
true indeed, but not to the purpofe of my en- 
quiry, nor fufficiently expreffive of your own 
whole fenfe of the matter. For when you 
fpeak your opinion fully, thefe other grounds, 
from which likewife obligation, by the nature 
of it, arifes, are only new motives 5 they are 
not new foundations. * They all refer to that 
true original ground of moral obligation^ about 
which (you fay in another place, Works of the 
Learned^ p. 125.) this controverfy is-, that be- 
ing the only legitimate one in nature. They 
introduce no new moral obligation, in the 
ufual fenfe of the word, and cannot therefore 
be the foundation of obligation, ijiz. in that 
fenfe of the word, about which the contro- 
verfy is ; and confequcntly, if I infer rightly, 
not in the very fame fenfe ; neither are they all 
equally foundations. 

You are pleafed to conjedure, that Mr 
Hooker J in the paflage I cited from him, 
IS enquiring after two fenfes oi faith ^ rather 
than that oi foundation. Give me leave to 
repeat and review the paflage. His fubjedt 
E c 3 is 



ij.22 L E 1 1 B It 8 t^pon the Subje^ 

is not the miture ojf faith, but the fdtfndatm 
Df it. 

** Let us fee, lays hc> what tie f^undatim 
'< of faith \%. If it dpeb im{>ort the general 
•^ ground^ whereupon we reft, when we dp 
** believe, the writings of the Evangclifts and 
" Apoftles are ibefomdatim of the Cbrijiian 
" faith. But if the name oifomdptim dp note 
** the principal thing, which is believed, then 
«' is the foundation of o^r faith God manifefi 
« in thejkjhr 

You are pleafed to fay, *' that if his feftf? 
*^ be attended to, diftindt from his expteflion," 
yoU aipprehcnd it may be t^ken thus : 

" If hy faith is meant oi|r belief in general 
•* of the Cbrijiim religion, then the writing* 
" of the Evangelifts, &c. are the foundation 
?* of it* But if hy faith is meant the prin- 
^' cipal thing which is believed, then God 
♦* manifcft in the flefli is that principai potnt, 
^* the foundation of all the reft." 

Now, Madam^ whether you and Mr Hosier 

fay, or mean the fame thing, I ihali leave to 

your o\vn review of both paffages j and ihall 

only obferve to you, that notwithftanding 

, your fobftitution of faith, in the room of 

\ fouur 
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fmndatvon of faith, you have not avoided the 
ueccffity of admitting his diftindion between 
foundaticnu For when you fay> " if by faith 
" is tneaht our belief in general of the Ghrif- 
^* tian religion^ then the writings of the Evan- 
" gelifts, &c. are the foundation ^f a -y'* caa 
you meaii any thing elfc by foundatiM here, 
than what Mr ShokerAw^^ the general graund, 
whereon nve refi^ when ^e believe ? And when 
you proceed, " but if by faith is meant the 
*' principal thing, which is believed, then God 
" manifcA in the fle{h is that prineipal- point, 
** %\\^. foundation of all the reft;" do yoii 
mean any thing elfe by foundation here, than 
what Mr Hooker does, *viz. the principal thing 
ivhich is believed f Now Mr Hooker plainly 
thought, th^^ foundation was taken in different ^ 
fenfes, when it imported, in one cafe, the 
ground whereon we refi when we believe^ and 
when it denoted in the other cafe the principal 
thing believed* For furely, the capital article 
of belief is 'a foundation of faith in another 
fenfe than that, in which the authority, truth, 
and certainty of fcrlpture records are ifoitnda* 
tion of it. We reft upon the one as the proof 
ftnd evidence^ upon which our belief is built 
£ e 4 and 
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aiKd eftabliihed I and we refer to the other at 
to a firft principle or fountain-head, from 
whence all other articles of belief arc deduced j 
or, a root, whiich nouriflies all the branches, 
that grow from it, JHe,, that denies this pro- 
pofition, God manifefi in tbeflejhy or Chrijl the 

. fan of the living God^ or Cbrifi the Saviour of 
the world, doth utterly erafe (fays Mr Hooker) 
the foundation of our faitb : Not as it is built 
upon tcflimony, but as. it neceflarily hangs 
on this capital or primary article of belief. 

You obferve, that in Mr Hqoker'^ account, 
as you. have given it, " there are plainly 
" two different fenfes of faith'' Allowed : But, 
" the term foundation, you fay, feems to you 
5* applied to both in the fenfe of a ground, on 
" winch fomething is built." This I little doubt 
of, for the rcafon juft now given. However, 
fuppofing that fenfe muft neceflfarily accom- 
pany the terni, yet it will not deftroyMr 
Hookers real diftindlion. For in both the 
branches of your diftind:ion, faith mt^nsfome- 

' thing that is believed. And if faith, a^ yqu fay, 
has, in that diftinftion, plainly two diffecent 
fenfes, and yet in both thefe fenfes, may re- 
tain apd .coQvey the idea of fometbing that h 

believed'i 
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beUevedi why fhould yoa make a difficulty 
of admitting, that foundatim hath two fenfes 
alfo, though it may in both thofe fenfes retain 
and convey the idea of a ground on 'which fonie^ 
thing is built ? 

I obfcrve you are willing to allow St Pdul\ 
two foundations of the Chrijiian church, ca- 
pable of being confidered under the diftinaioii 
qi principal zndi fubordinate 5 which is an in- 
genuous Gonceflion in one, who can apprehend 
lio difference in the ufe of the term : 

But add, fuch diftindtion or ** difference can 
^' caufe no confufion or mijlakes^ among the 
** writers in this controverfy:; neither have I 
** yet difcovered where their difagreement 
^* lies, or (hewn how fuch difagreement, when 
" explained, would help to adjuft the matters 
'* in debate/* 

If would be a good thing, if any perfon 
more able than myfelf would try his hand in' 
this bufinefs. I have done my part in endea- 
vouring to fhew, and I hope, to fome degree 
of fatisfadion, that the debate cannot be end- 
ed, till the fenfe of the feveral terms be bet- 
ter adjufted than they are. Three of the four, 
isiz. moralj and virtue, and obligation, have 
prov;ed of fo ambiguous meaning, that con- 

. tpfts 
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tefti have bcba adually raifed ikont Uiem. 
That the like have not been raifed about the 
fourth term ia the qu^flion^ vix. Jotatdation, 
I have ventured to £ufpe&». add to prc^xsTe as 
my conjedlure, might t>e owing, not to any 
peculiar perfpicuity in the term itfelf, or the 
idea it conveyed^ but to its peculiar luck ia 
having never been defined i v/hich I appre- 
hended would fhew, whenever it was done, 
that this term was as fufceptible of various io-* 
terpretations, and as capable of bearing a coo- 
teft» as any of the other three terms in the 
queftion. 

And for the truth of this I appeal to all, 
Hiat you your yourfclf have been plea&d to 
fay by way of definition, explanation^ iiloilra- 
tion« &c. bf this fame term. 

But I have *^ not yet difcovered^ ^btretbe 
^* difagreemeht ^tbe feveral writers about ike 
«* fenfe and meaning of term Ues%'' Bat this is 
impoiUble for any perfon to do, till they Hiali 
all define it in their own fenfe^ as you have 
done ; and then I prefume the difagreement 
will appear of it(elf* However, as £ir as a 
di&overy can be made by probable drcura* 
fiances and reafonable inferences^ I am apt to 

per- 
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picrfuade myfclf, that I have, by cofhparing 
the vie ITS, in which different authors feem to 
have ufed this term, difcovered their difagree<- 
ment in it. In pyroof of which I muft appeal 
to all that J myfclf have faid upon this fubje<ft| 
withal freely confeffing, that if I have not 
been fuccefsful in this attempt, nor made good 
fny tindertaking, as fair as is ^bovementioned« 
1 cannot 4o it better; having faid all that ia 
of any confequencb in the matter. 

As to ^* peinttng, oUtfuch a difagr^em^nt^ as 
^* when explained mil help to adjufi the matters 
•^ in debate y' \ have not been wanting in my 
/endeavours to do this ^Ko^ as often as it hath 
fallen in my way. I have (hewn foundation 
to have been ufed in this difpute in all the 
pfual ienfes, in whiph taufe is taken in other 
fttbjedts J and the inconveniencies of not de* 
lining and diftingui(hing it, as the word caufe 
is commonly diftinguiflied, to have appeare4 
as plainly in this difpate, as they n^ufl have 
appeared in any other difpute about the caufe 
pfz thing> while caufe was indifcriqniinately 
ufed) (and confequently in all appearance in 
the very fame fcnfe too) in every applicatioa 
fpf k to various things. Fromi whence I have 

iofprred;^ 
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inferred, that if foundations were diftingoifhed 
in fome fuch manner as caiifes are, it would 
help to adjufijhe matters in debate \ as the 
diftindtion of caufes is found greatly fubfer- 
vient to the clearing up all queftions, wherein 
that term is made ufe of. 

^xxtyou think the term foundation is not capa- 

•' hteof the fame diflinBions and divifons as the 
term caufe. If tTiis be really fo, then for the 
fame reafon, that you think \l Jitter to be re- 
tained in this controverfy, I cannot but judge 
it not fit to be ufed at all in this controverfy, 
and much Icfs fit to have the ftrefs of the 

^ controverfy laid upon it. It would, I own, 
be talking too much in a new language, to 
fpeak of material, formal, efficient, and final 
foundations. But if, inftead of this, we fub- 
ftitute the word principle^ we may talk of ma- 
terial and formal^ &c. principles^ and do no 
more than what others have done before us, 
and I think with great propriety as well as 
with good efFc6t ; as I fhewed you from the 
ufe of thofe words by Chauyin. " But tbefe 
^^ logical diJlinSlions are only fit for the fchools, 
*^ and rather puzzle and perplex^ than clear 
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** up to readers, *wbo are not ufed to their Ian* 

I believe you might perceive, by what I 
faid about them, when I propos'd them as 
ufeful in this fubjed:, that I am not fond of 
ufing them where they can be as well avoid- 
ed ; and. am abfolutely againft the ufe of them 
to readers, who are not ufed to them. Yet 
I apprehend, that fuch readers, as either are 
not ufed to them, or that defpife them, .are 
not fit to read and judge in this cofttroverfy, 
which depends fo much upon diftindions,* 
and nice ones too ; ^ and all of them logical, 
whether people are willing to receive them 
under that charader, or not. 

But the intention, of thtfc (logical) " divi^ 
" ^ons may be rather more intelligibly exprejfed^ 
" without taking notice of them'' Whenever 
this can be done, I prefer it to logical terms. 
Nay, if the intention of them be but as intel- 
ligibly cxprefled in other words, I approve 
its being fo. Nor has any bddy been mor-e 
happy than yourfelf in doing this ; for your 
diftinclions arc clear and fatisfa^ory, without 
any parade of learning. But then, what. I 
complain of, is, that other writers in this 

con- 
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eontreverfy abont mortl virtue, have not done 
fo too. As to the term foundation in particu^ 
lar, I defire no iogic^ terms to }» i>fed^ in 
(explaining what it moins^ in all the fevend 
applications of it in this difpute, provided you 
can find a way to explain it» without tecmxk 
to logical forms. Which hitherto, in mj 
opbion, you have not done (forgive my kf 
ing fo) after having tried two or three difie^ 
tent ways, to exprefs the precife meaning of b 
' When Dr Claries in arguing againD: die 
principles of HobbeSy aflerted and proved the 
truth of the old dodtrine^ that the ratios of 
good and evil vrere eternal and immutable, 
and that virtue dr the goodne^ of anions was^ 
by necei&ry confequdnce, immutable in its 
nature, and independent on will and ftppoinN 
ment; he called this principle, which was 
tix foundation of his argument for the immu-^ 
table nature of virtue, the foundation of moral 
virtue, the true foundation^ and the tmlyj&in^ 
dation. In all which he was well enough 
und^rftood, efpecially as he argued in the 
fyntheticway, by deducing virtue as a necef^ 
iary confequence from the ratios of things 
themfelvcs. But when others afterwards, afi^ 

tending 
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tending more ta the fenfc oifouniatkny when 
applied to virtue^ than to the necedary rela*- 
tion virtue, bore to th<5 effential dli&rences rf 
things, began to confider, wheth^ this W9$s 
the v^ and true faundation^ or whether there 
were not fome other things, which might be 
properly Hylcd/oundaticns too $ and theieupon, 
finding a fuitable application of this term, or a 
proper foundation of virtue, in as many diffe- 
rent refpeds, as virtue could be confidered in 
different true lights ; each of them was tempt- 
ed to throw in hia fentiments of foundation 
in that light, in which he chofc to confider 
virtue, and fo begat the late controverfy about 
foundations. Whereas^ had the firft queftion 
been kept to, which vraa the eternal and im^ 
mutable nature/ of morality (into which fourn 
dation foem'd to have flipped without any 
defign of making it a part of th« controvcrfy, 
or laying any ftrefs upon it) y all the conteft 
about foundations in moral ienfe, public afFec-^^ 
tiona> uoiver{al benevolence, private bappi^ 
ncifs, and vrhatever elfe induces moral oblw / 
gatton, had been fuperfeded. And the quei^ 
tion thoMt foMttdattM, if a queftion muft bet 
mads^ about it» wpuld have been only this, 

viz* 
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VIZ. whether theefiential differences of things 
and fitneffes ariiing thereupon, be that foun- 
dation, or rather the will of the creator im- 
plied in thofe fitncffes? Between which, I 
thinks Dr Clarke made no diflinftion, aod 
which you fay are one and the fame thing. 

And thus it is I account for the mifappre- 
henfionSi that have arifen in this fubjed, io 
ihe ufe of the term foundatim j the origin^ 
queftion having been overlooked^ and a tran- 
iition made into another queftion, which is 
noLore about the proper ufe of this unneceilarj 
term, than about the true principles of mora- 
lity* And as for that further queftion, that 
arofe upon Dr Claries^ upon whicH Mr Bal- 
guy takes fo much ingenious pains, concern- 
ing an antecedency of the reafon and truth of 
things to the will of God, and their abfolute 
independency upon it 5 or, vice versa, whe- 
ther it hath arifen from a conception, that the 
one muft neceffarily have a foundation in the 
otheri or only £tbm the difficulties, that at- 
\ tend giving the priority to either, I cannot 
tiell ; but I take.it to be a queftion having fo 
many intricacies in it, that I am apt to thin^ 
it will never be clear 'd, up, on either, fide, to 

fatis- 
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^(fatisfadtioni or any otherwise determined, than 
by refolving it into the incompreheniible na-r 
ture of God himfelf. 

" But if any mifapprchenfion,'* you fay, 
*^ hath arifcn on account of the different ap- 
" plications of foundation, you do not fe^ 
** how they could be removed by any expla^ 
" nation of that term/* No ^ but by an ex- 
planation of what they mean by that term, in 
each particular application of it. You have 
fo difcountenanced the logical diftindtion$, 
which might fcrve this purpofe, that I muft 
endeavour to exprefs them intelligibly, if I 
can, without taking notice of them. Dr Clarke s 
foundation, as he ufes it, may be explained 
by the reafon, or proofs, or evidence of the 
natural immutability of moral virtue, and m(v 
ral obligation. This reafon, proof, &c. lies 
in the eternal and effential differences of 
things, fSc. And in this way of confidering 
virtue, this is the true and proper foundation : 
For it excludes all others from the pretence 
of being io 5 unlefs we except the will of God 5 
which yet, if underftood of the will implied 
in the creation, coincides with it, or rather is 
the fame ; and, if taken abfolutely, is another 
^uelUon from that-, which he confiders. 

Vol. II. F f Wh<Mi 



)j,34 L E T T « R 6 tipmir the Stdy00 

W^ieaanother perfcafi %$, th«t the fitacffet 

and ridations ariiiagifcom the eficntial diffe^p 

rcnccs, Gfc. are the foundation, vs^fikfrnu'- 

-dalion of i)/rt«^ w tbt abfiraSl ; .the meaning 

feems/ia be^ and Jo. I mufljudge, till it be 

better explain'di that the idea of virtue*s na* 

ture is taken iimnediately and folelj from 

thence, /\ tf. they ate the objcfts of intellc&i« 

on, upon whipli the mind inwardly reflo^g 

gains .thft idea. -: 

' When Dr Qarke fays, liberty xxxmSl be th 

foundation of morality in man, and the J<k 

jrflii^;7^of hisaccountablenefs, Off. he is view-^ 

ing the queftion purely as it reg;sitdjS the agent 

Then the capacity of chafing, or the power 

of making, eledions, is the proper foui^iatioQ 

of moral agency : Or, a$ he explains it him^ 

fclf in anpthcr piace, /^ freedom of will, which, 

^' according as it is detennined in different 

'' circomftances hy th$ reafonablenefs of what 

" is good, or incitements of what is evD, 

" renders the agent morally g6od or evil.*' 

Now when liberty is made a ftmndatim^ I 

conceive nothing more is meant, than that it 

js a neceffary antecedent, a requifitp to nxH'a* 

lity^ that is indifpcnfable, 



of moral Virtue and moral ObUgatim. ^Ji 

Here then we are come to the idea' diprac^ 
ttcal virtue^ as diftinguifhed from the ab« 
ftra<^ed, vi^* the conformity of a moral agent 
to the ^ reafons of things. And what i& thQ 
foundation of this conformity ? Why here 
comes in that great principle, and fpring of 
moral adbns, which, we agree to. call obli« 
gation, and which extends to everjr things 
tliat moves the will to mQral and fight a<^ionf 
And here foundations. are iQultipUed, one thing 
being the foundation qf this conformitj;! in on? 
inftaricci.another in. another, a third in a third, 
^c. according to th« <japacitie«, isi>prove-r 
ments, and infinitely various clr^umftances 
and fita4ti«ns of ro'oraUageiits. And the quef- 
tion iboiit the preftiwc^.of oi)e above another, 
or of th* propriety of oa^e being called a foun- 
dation, rather jhan another, can only, in my 
appreheniion, lie in ^\%y.vi%K which of them 
is moil univerfal oripoft prevalent^ or tp 
which we may moft juftly afcribe the virtue, 
that is praftifcd in the world. And when this 
is the qucftion, I farther humbly apprehend, 
that th^, who make the profpeft of rewards 
or private happinefs the foundation^ will have 
the advantage, though they feem to be in the 
Wrong, if they fuppofe obligation to arifefolelj 
\ ' F f a from 
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from thence. And that they, who ground 
obligation on the mere eflential dificrences and 
fitnefles, &c. will have lefs proof from fa3 
to fupport their foundation, although it really 
be the nobler principle^ and alfo the fird: and 
original principle of obligation. 

And now, Madaxn^ I take my leave of you, 
but with very great concern, I muft . affure 
you, becaufe I find I am not to hear from you 
any more, at leaft not on this fubjed:. Thofe 
words in the conclufion of yout letter, that 
you have done your party and need not trouble tbi 
world or me with any more rf your reflexiom^ 
what fhall I fay to them ? However fenfibly 
I am touched with the lofs of fo agreeable a 
correfpondent, I mud not forget to thank yoa 
heartily for the inftru€live part jw ha^e per- 
formed in thefe fubjcds \ and for your conde? 
fcenfions and favours to me in particular, uor 
der a juft fenfe of which I fubfcribe myfelf^ 

Tour faithful^ and 

obedient fervent^ 

T. Sharp» 



P? 
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The SPEECH made at Fare-well Hall, 
to the Honourable and Right Rev. 
Father in Gqd Richard by Divine 
Providence Lord Biflibp of Durham, 
on his Lordfhip*s firft Arrival in his 
Diocefc, on Friday, July 6, 1753. 

StJFFER my Lord a fliort Interruption, 
while your Chapter beg Leave to pay 
their firft Duties to your Lordfhip ; and to 
offer their Service in conducting you to your 
Throne* • 

As it was a great Honour to me to repre- 
fent your Lordfhip to the Dean and Chapter 
at your Inftalment ; fo it is now my Duty by 
iiiy Office to addrefs your Lordfhip, as the 
Dean and Chapters Reprefentative, on this 
moft acceptable Occafion. 

For tho' there needs no other Atteftation 
to your Lordi3)ip's moft welcome Reception 
among us, than that of the public Joy which 
is expreffed in fo general a Concourfe to your 
firft Appearance in Perfon with us } y<?t I am 
charged in particular, my Lord, with the 
F f 3 Con- 
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Congratulations of our Capitular Body, upon 
your iafc Arrival in your Dioccfe '; and with 
the Tender of our Caftonical Obedience and 
Refpeds, and with - the^ public Repetition of 
our Wilhes, that your Lordfliip. may long 
poffcfs, and may long be happy inpoffeffing 
this eminent Station to which Providence hath 
called you- . . 

It has been, and it is our Boaft, that this 
antient See^ with this Paiatinate annejted> il- 
4uftrious for feveral Ages b this Kin^gdom for 
extraordinary Dignity and Powers, hath not 
hitherto been deftitute of Prels^s correfpond* 
ing thereto, but hath been filled, and pro- 
perly fupported in thefe Pre-eminences (fo far 
9X leaft as the Remembrance of any of our 
Body reacheth) by Men illuftribus in them- 
felves, great in their Abilities and Repute, if 
not gr^at aUb by their Birth, and Extratftion : 
Whofe Virtues, Learning, and dther Accom- 
pliflimcnts have given, from Time to Time, 
additional Luftre to our Epifcopal Chair. 

So fingular a Regard have our Prini:es had 
for this Church and County, in fcleding Per- 
sons of the mofl: diftinguiihed Chiu'adlers to 

iuftaia 



fuAam: ati Office of diftjngiiiflied Prerogatives, 
^as well asr Amplitude of Jurifdisftioft. ^ ^ , 

And in our Recitals of thfcfc Royal Favours, 
"ttre muft In an efpccial Manner acknowledge 
bis prefent Majefifs DiCternnienl, as well a3 
Goodnefs to us in all i^/V Defignatidns to this 
See : Whereby the Series in the .Rbll^this 
-Succcffibn hath ftill preferV'd its wonted 
Splendor, is ftill contitjucd uniformly, great 
and venerable : Whereby we are enabled not 
only to commeriiorate paft Blefftngs under two 
of bis gracious AppointmcntaV^ut 'alfo tb 
anticipate our future Felicity from tRe au- 
fpicious Commencement of a Gowrnment of 
this Church aiKi Diocefe ; which, as^ we ga- 
ther from the rifing Profpedl of k*, wiH be 
perfcftly accommodated and adeqiiate to brfr 
Defires. And we^imialge our Hopes; to ^ 
Degree fcarce diftinguifhable from Aflaranci, 
that w^ (hall fbon recognize all .tKc Marks 
of Worth, and all the fliining Qualities,' which 
have been the ufual"* Titles to this yhfo72e^ 
uhitGd in one Perfonage.y ' j.w^-.*: <^ ^ 

Your Lbrdfhip'wifl make go6d'fbefe Pn- 

J ages with more Eafe perhaps than yoii beii^; 
them.'; • ' : . .:. i - , .:-.....,; ^-. 

'^ •• ^ F f 4 But 
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, ButtheEvcnt (haHjuftify theFrediabm 

For wc pcrfuade ourfelves your Lordftiip 
,will abundandy fulfil the univcrfel Expcda- 
:tions that have been conceived from your 
Promotion to this Dignity ; both wkhin the 
County Palatine^ and throughout your whole 
Jurifdidlion. 

We ofyour Chapter in particular have pro- 

mifed to .ourfelves a peculiar Happinefs from 

ryour.Prefence with us at your Cathedral^ and 

. in our free Accefs to you, as the Ejdgence 

of Cafes may require^ for Advice c^r Pro- 

tcdion* 

Had the bomuyabk Perfon In whofe Place I 

.ftand ' been here bimfelf to have beftow'd bh 

.Elpquence on this Occafion^ and to have 

clothed our Addrefs in the Ornaments of his 

Language, more Juilicc; had been done to bis 

own ai>d the Chapter's Sentiments, or at lead 

. our Compliment had been more happily dif- 

charged. 

Our Wijhes neverthelefs of Profperity to 
your Lordflhip in all your Undertakings arc 
the fame, and attend you with equal Ardor 
tho* they may not be exprefs'd with fo good 
z Grace. They extend^ in the narroweft 

Defcrip- 
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Dcfcription of them, to every Thing you caa 
defirc yourfelf, and are limited by nothing 
but the Will of Heaven. 

And may your Lordfliip's Memorial in 
After- ages be lafting and precious as tbofe of 
your Predecejfbrs have, or as that of your noble 
Father^ whofe Memory will be for ever ho- * 
noured in the highcft Courts of Law in the 
Realm. 

May you perpetuate the Family Name in 
this Northern Climate, as it is already per- 
petuated by the Family Deferts in the Capital 
of the Kingdom. 

May you be the Praife of this Country as 
well as a Bleffing to it, by wifely and fteadily 
exerting your Power in both its Branches, 
Ecclefiajlical and Secular \ by a wholcfomc 
Adminiftr ation of Difcipline in your Pajloral 
and Vifitatorial Capacity; by a noble and dif- 
interefted Ufe of your temporal Privileges ; 
and by a Difpenfation of your Revenues un- 
exceptionably laudable. 



Tq 



To^tlie Reverend the. Clergy of the 
Archdeaconry of Northumberland^ 
irid^ the Peculiar Jurifdiaion of 
the Dean andChapter of Durham. 



Rotbbury^ Aug. 5, 1757. 

I* Need not make any Apology for fending 
to each of Ybii the following Difcourfei^ 
of which I beg Yow! Acceptance* 

Yet to have fcnt them to You without any 
Reafon prefixed to them, or without my 
Complknerits accompanying them, might 
juftly have been interpreted an Qmiffion id 
mc. , . * 

You are not altogether StraiigqjSjto them 
or their ' Defign, having once heard . theoai 
publkkly fpoken. Byr as you are not ac- 
quainted with the Reafoiis, Why they wer^ at 
Jirji introduced into jwr Audience^ Or, why 
they n^w attend you at your own Lh(frSy I fhall 
beg Leave in a few Words to apptifis^ you of 
the Mtttives of ray ConduA in both thef^ 
Refpeftt. 

The. 



\ 



The Subjiance^ or principal Contents of thcitt 
Were iirft put into Writing near t6n Years 
ago, for the Ufc of One who had juft enter'd 
into Orders,- and for whofe Suecefs and. Cre- 
dit in the Miniftry I had a more than otdinavf. 
Concern. 

And to Him they were propounded and 
recommended under the Title of Pre ach^* 
I'HG RuLE$> or Diredions towards the attain- 
ing to the Be/l Manner of difcharging thte 
Duties of the Pulpit, viz. That Manner which 
has been, and is generally ufed by the moft 
celebrated and approved Preachers apaong the 
Englijh Divines. 

Tbeje JRjuks were XXX in Number : Com* 
prifed in II Claffes. XX whereof were Direct 
tions to be obferved in the compofing of Ser* 
mons, and the other X in the Delivery of 
them. 

They were in this firft Draught little better 
than a Colledlion of detached or independent 
Remarks on the feveral Modes of Preachings 
and on the Preference of fome to others^ 
which had been made at different Times, and 
on divers Occafions, partly by myfelf, and 
partly by fuch of my Acquaintance as I knew 

to 
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to be Curious in their ObfervationSj and Ju-- 
dicious in their Reflexions on this Sulgeil. 
Thcfe, I fay, were thrown together, at that 
Time negligently enough, /. e, without much 
Regard to Order or Connexion. 

But fomc Years after (that I may now ex- 
plain how they came to be laid before you) 
when I was confidcring of fomething proper 
to fay to You at our Meeting in the Ordinary 
Vifitation in 1755, Jl Thought aroje, favoured 
perhaps by Fancy rather than by Judgment, 
that you might be entertained (for fo I imagin- ' 
cd) with a Recital of thefe Pulpit jidvices^ 
cfpccially of thofe among them, which feem-r 
ed lefs obvious to Gdmmon Apprchcnfion, And 
I fo fat indulged the Conceit, as to refolve to 
make z Trial how they would appear if they 
were fomewhat better difpofcd and methods 
Ifed,^ and put, if that could be done, into the 
Form of One or more Charges ^^ not without 
fome reafonablc and pleafing Prefumption 
alfo; that notwithilanding there were many 
of You whom. I cquld not pretend to iriftrudt 
in thefe Things, and from whom the moft 
I could hope for, was, that they would tak^ 
po OfFencp at iiich .^Ww beiqg offered,-r^ 

Yet 
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Yet Ch^c were like wife Jeveral among the 
Tcsmger Clergy^ who were ftill clolely em* 
ployted ivk^CoMp^um^ and had neither hitherto 
attained a fufiicient Stock of Sermons, nor had 
formed, by Cuftom and Pradice, a fettled 
Mode or Habit of DeHwry :• To whom con- 
fcquently thefe Preaching Rules might be of 
real Ufc axid' Benefit ; at ieaiGb fo far as a. bare 
Recital of them (for nothing more was thought 
of then) might be fuppofed to contribute to 
that good E^nd*— Therefore under a Pcrfwa- 
fion that I mighf be fcrviceable to famry witb« 
out falling at the fame Time under Coifure 
fmtn. others who wanted no Informatio&s of 
(his Kind, I at length forted and diftributedthe 
aforefaid Rules or Advices into ill Difcourfes^ 
which I ventured to deliver to You by Way 
o( Charge at my three laft Vijitationi. 
' And on this Occafion k.was that. I not 
only gave to thefe Rules a new Difpofition 
and ;better Shew of Order and Connesioa 
than* they had -bfforei.bm v reduced: their 
Niimber to XVil^ for Comfi9jkimr,md VI for 
Prontmciatim. 'Y«t in other Rcfpe£):s I roadt 
little or no Alteration in them; Which laft 
Circumftanpe I the rather. mottton^. «s k. hi?.ft 

accounts 
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wccounts for my not having prefervcd thA 
Gravity of Stik throughout, wherewith Yoa , 
have been ufually addrcfled at our publit 
Meetings : There being in thefe Difcourfcs 
not only federal PbraJeSy h\xtfome Comparifom 
alfo which may feem rather too fight for the 
JSolcmnity of a Charge. Perhaps likcwife 
fome Exemplificatms of the Rules, (as pard* 
cularly thofe in the Article of Stile^ which 
are brought to fhew how much bettcr7&>w^ 
Sort of ^pcprejfiom fuit the Pulpit than others 
do) may appear fcarce of Cohfequence enough 
to have been infertcd in thcfclDifcourfes when 
delivered in your Prefence. — i-And yet, My 
Brethren, (for this is all the Excufe I have to 
make for them) coflfidcring how much thefe 
Kinds of Illuftrations by Similes, jilkjions, and 
Eocampks of Propriety in certain Phrafes and 
Expreffions, though they may cariy at firft 
Sight fome Appearance of Levity, or too low 
Condcfcention to minute 'Things '5 neverthe- 
lefs, I fay, confidering how much they help 
towards imprinting the Rules themfelves iri 
the Memory, (which in this Cafe would want 
all the Helps that could be given it) I was in 
Hop?s they woqld be thought on that Account 
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the more pardonable, and To retained aiJ or 
mofi (^ them as I found them in my. firfi: 
Draught which was dcfigncd for private Ufe. 
And that'thefe Difcouffes are now at length 
prefented to You in another Drefs^ in which 
fome of You might not expe<ft to have feen 
them, viz. under Types^ is intirely owing to a 
Requcft that others of Your Body at my laft 
Vifitation wcre.plcaffed to make that I would 
print them. A Requeft to which I was un- 
willing to give an abfolute Denial^ and yet with 
which / could not comply altogether^ or in the 
full Extent of k. And therefore, after fome 
Deliberation, taking a middle Way, I have, 
without publijhii^ them^ procured from the 
Prefs as many Copies^ as may fuffice to bear 
my Refpc<as to each of you at your own 
Lodgings 3 that upon a fecond, and clofer 
View of them you may form a better Judg- 
ment concerning them, and by having them 
in your own Poffeffion, Recourfe may at any 
Time be more eafily had to them by thofe 
who conceive any Advantage may be made 
of them. Or whether any Benefit may be 
expeded from them or not, yet they may 
poflibly zSox^fome Amufiment to You j Or if 

they 
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they fliall not afford even tbat^ ftill I flatter 
ifayfelf they will be kindly received from the 
good Intention of the Donor, and in Tefli- 
mony of the real Regards for You which ar^ 
profefTed by 

• Tour affeSlionate Brother^ 

And faithful Sefvant^ 

THO.SHARP. 



;.j._U 
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VISITATION CHARGE, Anno ijss^ 
DISCOURSE I. 



Reverend Brethren^ • 

TH A T the Meetings of the Clergy on 
thcfe Occafions, when there is no ex- 
traordinary Matter to be communicated to 
them, may not pafs for mere Forms, or ufe- 
lefs Conventions ; it has* been ufual to fay 
fomething either of the Dodlrine or Difcipline 
of the EftabliQied Church, or of the Duties 
of the Parochial Clergy, or on fomc other 
Topic, relative either to our Order or Office, 
or to the Ecclefiaftical . Authority that is now 
cxercifed within this Realm. 

For my own Part, inftead of general Ex- 
hortations, or Charges ftriflly fo called, and 
which, when addrefled to the Clergy, muft 
in the Nature of them principally confift in 
Injunftions and Monitions to Fidelity and Di- 
ligence in their Fundlion, and which in con- 
fequence come with the beft Grace from thofc 
who are invefted with Epifcopal Authority 

and 
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and Dignity 5 I fay, inftead of thefe Solemn 
iCind of Admonitions I have ^ilways chofen to 
fingle out of the feveral Clerical Subjects foixie 
Point, of Icfler Moment indeed, perhaps there- 
fore lefs attended to, yet not undeferving the 
Attention of the Parochial Minifter. And I 
chufe always to pr^opound what I have to 
reprefent not in an authoritative Form, but 
father. in ji brothqrly Marmer^ hy Way of fea- 
fonable Advice. 

With this View, and under this Difpofition 
I (hall enter upon a Subjed: which I have ne- 
ver touched upon in any of my former Dif- 
tourfes on^ thefe Occafions, "Vlz. Concerning 
the bed Manner of dtf charging our O^xe in the 
Pulpit : Or cdncerning that Mode of Preach-- 
ing^ which, among many that are yfed, feems 
moft fubfcrvient to Edification, /. e. mo ft 
aptly fuited to influence our Hearers v^^ith gpo4 
Effefts. 

I do not mean to form any juft or. regular 
Difcourfe on a Subjed: with which you are 
already well acquainted, and which hath beeji 
very accurately examined into, and copioully 
difcuffed by celebrated Writers, (fuch as 5j- 
lignac and Gifbert^ though indeed their Ruiej 
G g; z anciv 
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and Advices are, generally fpeaking, much 
better adapted to the French Tafte and Mode 
of Preaehing than to ours.) But fhall content 
myfelf with giving You a few Achertifements 
(as Queen Elizabeth called Her Articles about 
Preaching) or certain Items of what feems to 
be the moft material to be confidered and ob- 
ferved by the Englifh Preacher. 
^ You miift be very fenfible, and I ought to 
be more fo, of the Delicacy wherewith fuch 
a Point fhould be handled in Your Prefence, 
iand efpecially by One who can make but 
fmall Pretences of any Succefs that may have 
attended his own Pradice in following thofe 
Rules he would recommend. Yet this fhould 
not hinder or deter me from freely commu^ 
nicating to You fuch Advertifements^ or 
Preaching RuleSy as have, either by way of 
private and friendly Advice been given occa- 
fionally to myfelf, or fallen accidentally in my 
Way, and been picked up at different Times 
in Converfation with eminent Divines, and 
long-praaifed Preachers : And which, whe- 
ther they have had any good EfFefis upon 
myfelf or hot, were yet, I confefs very accept- 
able to me 5- and therefore may not perhaps 
' ^' prove 
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prove otherwife to You. And if they fliall 
appear to You under the fame agreeable Light 
they did to me, I truft that on further Re- 
flexion upon them You will alfo judge theni 
ufefuL. / 

Xhtxt^xttwo General Heads \mder which 
the fever*! particular Advices muft be ranged.^ 
The firft h Compofitionj 

Updcr which T^rm are included Stik^ In-^ 
venfyan, and Method. 

• ' The other is Projtunciationj 
, Oc what we commonly call Delivery, in^ 
eluding the wholf Power, and all the Graces 
of Ehcution. ; 

Which, laft Braflich of the Art of Preaching 
is not^ I fear, ^ fo well {tudied and attended to 
by many of ofur Order, as one could wi(h it 
were. Though as to Compofition it is com- 
monly thought No Clergy upon Earth do 
excel our- Countrymen in it, if they can bp 
faid to equal them. 

However, that I may proceed in fome Op- 
^cr and Method, I muft begin with my Ad-: 
vertifements , concerning Compofition : And I 
ihall at this Time briefly lay dbwn the capital 
and moft approved Rules for forming or 
G g 3 rcgu- 
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regulating the f reaCbers ' Stile ^ or thfc lAthr 
guageof the Pulpit. ' ' 

I. The Grarrd Mixim by* which we ire to 
be guided in all thofe CoTTipofittom which are 
diflinguifhed by the Name of Sermons is this-, 
h)iz. That they are verbal hiJiruStions'^ defilgn- 
ed to be taken by the Ear's of the Perfons in- 
ftrudled, and are not ^'i^nally fornied to be 
'read by their Eyes, ^Thcnifore lil^e ill otiier 
AddrcfTes to an Audiencd, if not underilood 
at firft Hearing are gbod for nothing. What 
rn^V" well pafs in a wntten DiFcotirfe, on wiiich 
the Eyeina7* dwdK VH'tMTtift'^da fa \n a Ser- 
mon under Delivery ; becaufe that admits not 
of any Stop for Reflexion. Thei^ifcforre the 
Ifirft Charatftcr of a *good'"Tre4cher, 4n point 
oi Stile ^ rs; tbat he be-ninderftood by every 
Body, as the Words ^Come out 'of his Moiith. ' 

For the better Attainihent of which ^ pri-^ 
jnary 'Qtialificatioh the fecond; 'Ruler- ip^ 
feafonably in Aid, 5;/^. * ' , ' 

II. Lo?ig Sentences in'Sermoiistobe'/tvotded 
as much as pouible. ' They ^re too large foi* 
the Swallow of Ordinary ' Capacities, Birt 
break them intq three or four di^indl S'en- 

tences. 
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tences, and they will all cafily be taken down, 
and all will become Food. 

Concife Expreffions, pfrovided they be alfo 
plain- and clear, will make their Way where 
long and laboured Periods cannot enter. 

Good Sentences are fometimes loft, becaufe 
they ar-e not heard ; the unhappy Cpnfe^ 
quencc of a low Voice, or of an irregular un- 
equal Pronunciation. But good Sentences are 
oftner loft (at leaft among the Vulgar) be-^ 
caufe when heard . they arc not immediately 
underftood : And this frequently proceeds 
from too great Gopioufnefs and Exuberancy 
of ExprefSori. Whereas Rotundity^ and eve- 
ry other Beauty of Stik^ is at any Time to be 
given up for the Sake of Perfpicuity. 

The common People indeed are apt to call 
what. they, cannot nnderftand High Divinity. 
But they who give Occafion to them to ufe 
this Phrafe, will be placed by confiderate 
Men among Preachers of low Rank. 

Another Rule greatly fubfervient to Per- 
fpicuity is, 

III. Never to keep a principal Word in a 
Sentence at a Diflance^ if it can be brought 
out eady \ Oir, to exprefs it otherwifc, Never 

0^4 to 
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tQ leave the Hearer in Sufpence to the very End 
of the Sentencej if you can let him into the 
meaning of it, as you proceed in it. 

If I (hould now fay,, for Inftance— =-7&V 
Obfervatim which I am maUitg is not only con- 
Jiftent mtb^ and agreeable to, but indeed refults 
from the foregoing Rules.-rrTlm Would be juftr 
\y called, Stammering in Stile. For the plain 
and unembarrafTed Language, or the Sentence 
properly continued, would run thus.r^-r — This 
Ohfervation is confjlent with the foregoing RuleSy 
and is qgreeable to them ;^ and not only fo^ hut 
indeed it refults from them.—l know fuch like 
Diflocations of principal Words are common 
in Writers, who ufe'them as Ornaments of 
Language. But they do not fuit with the 
8iile of the Pulpit 3 in which, I think, it is 
an univerfal Rule, that the Sentiment to be 
conveyed muft never be hurt, impaired, or 
obfcured for the Sake of embellifhing the Sen^ 
tence that conveys it. 

IV. A fourth Rule is, tofpeakfor the moji 
Tart in the Concrete rather than in the jiby 
JlraSi : That is, to unite Agents with their Ac- 
tions, and not to feparate Habits and Qualities 
from theTerfons that poffefs them. 

Ex, 
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*Ex. gr. Inftead of faying. Piety and Virtue' 
wil bring Joy and Happinefs in the -Endy and 
Sin; hwever triumphant for a Sea/on, wiil 

Jinally bring forth Mifery and S4>rrow ; fay ra-' 
tlicr, ■ ■ ■ ■ • ji pious and good Man will rejoice 
and be happy in the End^ and Sinners ^ however ' 
they may triumph for a Seafon\ will be ftnallf 
miferabk and wretched. '^ 

The Sentiments or Dodlrine 'is the very' 

^/^^^ in both Cafes ; and perhaps the former- 
Phrafeology may be held more polite : Yef 
there i^ fomething in the latter, which brings 
the Sentiment more Home to the- ordinary - 
Man's Mind, and is therefore the more'pro-^' 
per for the Pulpit. 

And it is no fmall Recommendation of this - 
Rule, * that our blefled Savibiir commonly' 
fpake in the Concrete^ very rarely in the ^*- 

JiraSt: 

And thefe four Rules above-mentioned are- 
chiefly to be attended to in • the infiruSJive or 
dida£iic Parts of a Difcourfe ; whereas- the* 
pathetic or perfuafve Parts of a-Sermori not- 
only allow, but require a greater Liberty in^ 
Language to be taken. Here tropes and F/- 
^ures may be more fafely admitted,, and all 

thQ 
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the Jlrt^ of Oratory difplaycd : And here it is, 
yj^ talent ofEipquence^ where there is one, 
ought principally to be exercifed. Which 
brings me to the 5th Rale, 

V. 7b make afuitabk Difference between the 
Stik'tbat is^emphyedin the Pathetic y and that 
Vfbicb is ufed in the Dida£iic. For one and 
the fanje Form of Conftrudion will not agree 
equally well with both, any more than one 
' and the iame Mode of Utterance and Delivery 
can be ufed with equal Propr^ty in both. 

The whole Art of ^mpo/itim in the in- 
JiruSive Part lies in putting Truths or Senti- 
ments into fuch an Order^^ and into fuch Ex- 
preflion^, as will carry them into the Under^. 
Jlanding of every attentive Perfon* While 
the Art of Perfuafion lies rather in fpeaking to 
the Hearty and conveying thither the moft 
Jnterefting and affedting Motives by engaging 
and infinuating Language, 

But neither the didaSiic nor the pathetic 
ihould be continued long at a Time. Tedious 
Inftruftions ,dQli the Attention, and tedious 
Addrefles cloy the Mind. 

They do heft when properly intermixed. 
But only the inflrudtive Part oiufl ftill go 

firft; 



firft t For the Head^ mufl: be properly ^ ir^brph! 
edy before tKe Heart cza bp jxropprly imrmed.^ 
- VJ. ITJbc fixtlrftukrelates^tothe Decericy 
and Modefty of Stile, '^z.- To a'DoiJ mth Care 
nDhateverhrders ^m the Pedant iij,. aiid hot to 
depreciate good . Riafohiag* . by enforcing it 

rnagifterially. •^'; ^" «' - . 'j • 

Preachers fhould not appear z^,Difpett,ants^ 
nor carry tbemfclv)es as Pre'ceftoru they {bould 
father, .put on thcdCfe^<Ste|- qf ,<^Otfnfellpf§ 
^nd fiipndly Advifers. / 

To diaate dr dogmaitize irt at) 6Mer4>earing 
Way^ though with Troth. in, Qtfe^ Mouthy 
fenders that Truth'liTs.aixeptabte;. 

It is alfo a 4feoli<b 'Confidence to dofo aba 
Time^: or in a. Pbce^^ where Nobody tnay 
cDntradiQ: otx^- -For .whofo inSfU iu the Fait 
pitvcm.what -he :fay^,vbeii^ uftanfwerabley o? 
chailengcs ;thc : WofW, to d^feat-Jiis Argur 
mcnt; ^ which yet ftriftly fpeakingj/^ ofi;enT 
timfes inight juilly and faftly.dp).;yet never* 
thdlefe to do fo in liiefe Ciccitlmilafices, and 
tnefiorc a filent Audience, is giving much the 
famS Proof of his Skill in Reafoning, that4he 
King^-C-hampiOa doth of his Prowcfs iii 
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Arms, when he makes his Challenge at tht 
Coronation, before the tinarmed Multitude. 

To which let me add another Rule, rela- 
tive alfo to Decency in Stile, and that is, 

VII. Seventhly, To avoids as much as nuy 
&, Egoifms^ or the fpeakihg any» Thing in 
the Pulpit upon ones own private Judgment 
or Authority. 

Mmfieur ,Ptf/rtf/wiflicd'that the Pronouns 
I and Me^ were bani(hedoat of Converfation ; 
intimating the Pifagreeablenefs of drawing 
Self too often into common Subjecas. And 
what he obferved holds flronger for difcard- 
ing thefe Tcrnas in the Pulpit. For although 
in Tranfitions, and on fome other Occafions 
they come in naturally, and are ufed inoffen^ 
fively, ^'^'--^^IJhaU difcourJe-'—^0>nJtder imtb 
me-^"''-^! Jhall proceed neoct^ jor-^ — *'Let me now 
tonclude^^^^'-^nd the like 5 Yet in other Places 
and on other OccajGions, they are much better 
dropp'd than ufed. As for Inftance, Inftead 
of faying, with an Egoiji;-^^! cannot come into 
this Exp^tion — I cannot fay 1 fee the :Force of 
this Argument, — Speak rather to the fame 
EfFe6t in thefe or the like Words :» -' »f bis 
Expofition is not to be admitted -^ It is not eafy 
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td fee tvhere the Force of this Argument lies^^^ 
and fo on, in other like Inftances, 

Indeed our Saviour's Difcourfes do abound 
with Egoifms ; beqaufe he taught as one ha- 
ving Authority, both to corretSt the received 
Dodtrines which needed Improvement^ and 
alfo^to teach new Dodrines of his own. And 
when we fliall meet with another infallible 
Guide or Interpreter, we fliall readily allow 
hxvnYii^ Egoifms too. 

And fo much for Stile or the Rules of Ex-^ 
prefjum. 

I have not Time to proceed now to th« 
other Articles that fall under this Head of 
Compo/itiony viz. Invention and Method: Two 
Things of very great Ufe in framing our Dif- 
courfes for the Pulpit 5 and which will admit 
of very eafy and pradticable Rules, as may 
perhaps be fliewn hereafter^ if we live to 
mieet again. 

At prefent let the following Obfervatioft 
fhut up what has beea now faid upon Stilt^ 
viz. that young Preachers are but too apt to 
be foUicitous about Elegance in their Phrafes, 
and ftudy to be polite in all their Expreflions, 
and fometimes /(?/^ them fo high that vulgar 

Hands 
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Hands caa lay no hold on them, and fre- 
quently by thefe ^deafx^ they not only ovcr- 
drcfs their Arguments^, but give an unnatural 
Stiffncfa to their whole Coriipofitioti i where- 
as old Preachers are generally fo fenfible of 
thefe miftaken Notions and mifpldtc^ La- 
hours, that they commaftly grow ficfc of their 
own juvenile Comtiofitions, dnd jbarc^ Hnow 
how to bring them up ^gairi into thi^ Pulpit \ 
at leaft ivithout fome propct Retrenchment 
of the Redundancies, and fuch a.chaftening 
of the Luxuriances of their youthful Fancies, 
as a maturer Judgmcntj formed upon Pra<9:ice, 
requires them to mike. Which Knowledge 
and Judgment from Experience, (I believe 
an Experience generally avowed) gives great 
Confirmation to feveral of the Rules which 
have been now recommended :•*-- — Recom- 
mended, you will remember, to your Gonfi- 
deration only, and not to your Pradkice, fur- 
ther than you fhall in your own Prudence 
think it advifeable to follow them^ 
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DISCOURSE n. 



Reverend Brethren^ 

THOUGH I muftnot flatter myfelf with 
thinking that what I fay to you, on 
thefe Occafions, dcferves much to be remcni- 
ber'd, yet the Subjeft I took in Hand the laft 
Year will fcarce be fo foon forgotten, but 
that you may retain fomc general Idea of the 
Advices then given you concerning Compo- 
fitions for the Pulpit s and particularly con- 
cerning the Rules by which a Preacher may 
beft form his Stile. 

There remain a few Advices more con- 
cerning IniSention and Method in Compofition, 
which I had not Time then to communicate^ 
but which it is hoped you will now hear with 
the fame Patience and Candour with which 
You before attended to the Rules for Stile. 

And that they may appear lefs tedious to 
You, I (hall not only ufc what Brevity I can 
in the Recital of them, but (hall give you 

them 
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them in (heir Original Drefs as they were 
firft drawn up and prepared for the better 
helping of the Memory. On which Account 
alone> I pdrfuade myfelf You will thd more 
readily excufe fome of the quaint Terms made 
ufe of, and fome of the Comparifons which 
are introduced 3 not out of any ludicrous 
Turn of Fancy, but merely for the Sake of 
fixing in the Mind thofe Rules which they 
fcrve at the fame Time to illuftrate. 

Touching Invention the Advices are tbefe. 

I. Never to think ones felf obliged on anj 
SubjeSi to fay all that one can fay ^ (as Lawyers 
do, and properly enough, when they plead 
in Court for Fees) but to content ones felf ia 
the Pulpit with faying what is moft pertinent, 
fnoft ufeful and infirudtive to the Auditors. 

And in confequence of this, 

II. Never to purfue any SubjeSi over-curi- 
onfly into its Minutenejes^ which is a Species 
of Wire-drawing. The Reafon is, becaufc 
Compofers are too apt in fuch Purfuits to 
over-run and get beyond clear Ideas, and to 
fpin their Thread fo fine as to lofe Sight of i 
themfelves. Or if they think they flill fee 
it themfelves, yet they fhould remember that 

lbs 
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the major Part -of their Audience have no 
Sight at all for fine Threads : Aiid to talk 
Out of Sight is the fame in EfFecft with talk- 
ing in the Dark; which, wheofoever we 
feem to be in Danger of doing, it is beft to 
give over j and to return to what is plain and 
intelligiblfe, and faited to Edification. 

III. Never to empky Invention in explicating 
^ings that are already plain. For this is the 
•Way to make thofe Things lefs plain than 
they were before, at leaft to vulgar Capa- 
cities. 

As for Inftance : What Confciencc or Rea^ 
fon by its common Lights inwardly preaches 
to People, we have no Need to teach, but 
only to remind them of. For thefe Divine 
Admonitions have fo far prepared our Way 
that we ufe their Dictates as fo many Axioms 
from which we deduce other Truths, as Ma^ 
tkematicians do their Theorems. 

To which may I add in the 4th Place, 

IV. ^be fame Rule .holds againfi Attempts to 
explain Juch Things as in their own Nature 
cannot be comprehended by us, or made out 
r2ore clearly than they already are in the Word 
oi God. 

Vol. II. H h And 
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And thus revealed Myfterics come under 
the Notion of inexplicable Maxims, to which 
we can no more by tha Help of Invention 
add Light, or give Weight, than we gan to 
Truths that are intuitive. 

Therefore on all fuch Points, whether of 
Natural Religion refting principally on Con- 
fcience, or Revealed Religiqn refting wholly 
on Faith, No Good was ever done in popular 
Affemblies by any fuppofed Improvements 
from Invention. Philofophcrs arid Scholaftics 
will and may debate among themfelves as 
they pleafe upon fuch firft Principles 5 but 
Preachers muft not enter, into any of their 
Subtleties, left they ftiould confound Men s 
common Ideas of known Truths by unne* 
ceflary Refinements. 

But then although the great Truths of 
Religion and Morality require neither En- 
largement nor Decoration from Jbrventiony but 
need only, to be fairly ftated or pointed out, 
becaufe when attended to they will make 
their own Way by thei^own Weight ; Yet 

V. Invention is of prime Ufe and Service in 
conducing the auxiliary Arguments, and in 

bring- 
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bringing up the Riear of iMotivritland: IPcr-^. 
fuafives to Practice. ,. ^' - . » r. ». 

When we come, -for Inftance, tb etiforcc- 
a natural Obligation, or a plain Scripture 
Duty with fpecial Inducements fcom* Reafon. 
and Experience, thcn^ we mayriaiigbJ freelja 
through all the Topics of Invention j and 
ranfack the Magazines of the. Orators. to' find 
proper Matter for ourPurpofe,. :^^ v - 

And indeed were we to go on no further 
than the three comftron logical Topics^ O/r, 
quomodo & quando, for Reafons l^hy a Thing 
is to be done, and. for Direftions Haw and 
j^A^/i it is to be done, they will amply- fur- 
nifli us with Matter ori moft Subjeds, and 
efpecially the pradicdl oi\efe. Upon which I 
would juft take Notice of how great Confe- 
quence to Edification the Topic ^omodo is, 
or the inftrudting People How any Duty is to 
be perfornied : This being a far more ufeful 
Leflbn to them, and perhaps a more difficult 
Tafk.for .us, than the fatisfying therti why 
or wherefore a Thing ought to be done : And 
therefore of all the Loci Communes ^ to which 
ive have recourfe, there is none in which 
jwc can more profitably employ ourfelves than 
'- - i H h 2 in 
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in tfiis» Emry fetioiis and good Man will be 
apt to gather ibmething on this Topic from 
hh own Experience, and will be able to ex- 
plain /A^ Haw from, his own Feelings, and 
firom HeflcifHons on fais own private Coodud, 
more ufefuUy to others, and more fatisfado- 
rily to himfclf, than by any other Method 
of Invention. And happy is he whofe Heart 
and Confcicnce can furniih him with a Pro- 
bafum of the Prefcription that he gives to 
others^ - 

And to thcfe Common-places which are call- 
ed the Logical, let me fubjoin 

VI. In the fixth Place a Sacred Topic, 
peculiarly ufcful to thofe who compofe for 
the Pulpit, viz. Scripture Examples^ Of which 
great Benefit may be made, when they are 
properly felcdtcd, and difcreetly. accommo- 
dated to the Bufinefs in Hand. They weigh 
much with the Vulgar, and are eafily re- 
membered. 

• But one of the largeft Funds of Inveation^ 
is that of 

VII. Similitudes^ Comparifons, Emblems^ &x. 
Which are greatly recommended by our 
Saviour's Manner of intruding the commoa 

^.. People, 
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Pcopk, by Parables, by Allufions b "nattiral 
PbanomeruFy hy i\m^tj Images taken from 
Things of daily Ufe in Life, and even. by 
Proverbs and vulgar Sayings. All which Jhue 
iriade beaudiially fub&rrvient to the lUuftra- 
tion of his Dodtines. > 

. Oftly let it be obferved on this Article of Si- 
Imles^ thai there ought to be a due Share of Dif- 
cernmcnt tbdiftinguilh; what are prbper for 
a Sermbn,:aQcLiwHatare not fo. For as Fancy 
is boundlefs, fo are fenciful Comparifbns. . ') 
- As I-rdncmber we had at the Univerfity 
a peculiar Term for extravagant Conceits 
•of this-lCindln the Compofitions of Preachers. 
I think wre^called thtm. White. Beartj mttn^ 
ing thereby fuch Emblems or Similies jas^ w^re 
;too bold and ftriking to be eafiiy forgotten y 
and yeti from fonie: ftraagc: ImprofMriety or 
Oddnefs in them» could not be rienien&ered 
but with JDifcrcdit to the Brains that form'd 
them. 

Neverthelcfs Similitudes prudently chjofen 

and fparingly interfpcrfed :are not only* great 

Ornaments to a Difcourfe, but havevipecial 

EfFedts both in ilbftrating a Do<5lrinei 'and 

-imprinting it on the.Miad^i . 

H h 3 And 
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And ithefe I a^pr^Hepd' are the moft ma? 
jberiaJ Advices concerntng^Invcntiop. 

. Indulge me*, now lin a Word or two upoii 
'Method. .. 

• Every Man, yow Will fay, nmft take hi$ 
own. True. 

True alio that no one Method of Com* 
polition whatfoever can be prefcdbed that 
^\\\ fuit with all Subjeds and all .Ocxafions. 
' Yet, on the other liand,.idifi nalcfs true 
that there 2x^ fome general Rules fncjm which 
we muft never depart, if we wauU havi^ our 
Compofitions pafs for MithdivdL : !.\ . 

h .As Firft* To nhidebytbeStitjeSty wbaU 
'everitbcy and not toftray or wander from 
it into Points that are not allied to if. 

• This is commdnty palled kiefing chfe is 
the ^ext. Of which good Rule fomrf Pteachers 
dse. fo little obferraht that whatever Text 
they {be out withy they Hvill neverthelefs run 
their Chafe through the Bible, as if they 
thought nothing was out of Method that 
wa9 bjit.in Scripture, &om Gene/is even to tke 
Revdafitms^ 

Si^ch Raniblers from their affumed Sulh- 

jedt are ftilcd, and not improperly,-^— ^Ife- 

[ - verfal 
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'verfdl Preachers : Of which Sort generally 
Speaking arc the extempore Men ; and for a 
very obv?ous Reafdn : More obvious than any 
that is io be given for the like Digreffions in 
thofe who pen their Difcourfes, and have 
Time to weigh and fort their Materials; and 
to difpofe them into fuch Fortn and Order 
that the feveral Parts of the Compofition may 
be adjufted to each other, and every Part may" 
be made to contribute to the Strength of the 
Whole. 

IL But Secondly, It is hardly confiftent 

with Method, never with good Method, to 

make Excurfions into Branches even of the 

fame Subjed, if the Confideration of thofe 

Branches be not authorized by the Text itfelf. 

For as Difcourfes are to be confined to the 

Subjedls that are treated of in them, fo Sub- 

je6ls themfelves are to be limited by the Texts 

that are taken for them: Unlefs perchance 

the Subgedl itfelf happens to be fome Modern 

Argument^ State Topic^ or other occafional 

thefts y to' which no Text in Scripture- hath any 

dircift or immediate Reference : In air which * 

extraordinary Cafes, as we muft never think 

to rftake any Text fpeak what was not ori* 

H h 4 ginally 



472 -^ Sectmd Difcourfe. $n Preaching. 

ginally intended in it, we muil content our-r 
ff^Ivjcs with fuch Tguches upon it» or AUu- 
0ons to it, as may preferv? an Idea of Rela- 
tion, though perhaps not a clofe one, between 
t})e Sermon and the Text. But 

III. Of £;;veral Methods that may be ufed^ 
Hat will always appear to be the b^ft, 
whereby the Subjpft contained in the Text 
may be the caQeft underftood, and the Pif^ 
courfe made upon tt the eafieft remembered. 

And it matters not whether this Difpo- 
fition be made by regular ai)d formal Divi- 
fions into Heads, or by any other artificial 
Pifpofition of the feveral Arguments for the 
better engaging the Attention at prefent, ^nd 
the better helping the Memory afterwards. 

Some Preachers too f^^ncifully adhere to a 
Method of fplitting into Heads, and into a 
certain Number of them too, pn mo{|: Opca- 
fions. I do not tpean hereby tp blame them, 
for what is in Method zn^ Aat Order is, ge- 
nerally fpcaking, well. But yet this Rule of 
fplitting m^y oftentimes be changed into a 
fetter; And efpccially on thofe Occafions 
where the Preacher takes upon himfelf the 
P^rt of an Orator ; Under \yhich Charafter 

the 
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the Cwjccalmcnt of Method often proves an 
Advantage to the Addrefs. For a Difcourfe, 
we know, may be full of Art and Contri- 
vance, and even elegantly methodical^ and yet 
fball feem, at leaft to the Unlearned, to have 
no Traces of Skill difcoverable in it. But the 
ViftorieS of Eloquence are fometime& obtain- 
ed, like thofe of great Captains, by playing- 
ofF the concealed Batteries 5 whereby the Au- 
dience is more fuccefsfully fmitten, than when 
the whole Tire of Artillery is discovered be- 
forehand. '^ 
You will ftill remember that I am only 
giving You fome general Hints of Points, 
which may be purfucd at leifure by as many 
of You as are yet employed in Compojitims^' 
and are not already furniflied with a Stock 
of Difcourfcs fufficient for the Demands of 
Your Stations and Cures. To work by Rule, 
when we do work, is much better than fol- 
lowing Fancy and Imagination : Nay much 
better than endeavouring merely to imitate 
Others, though they be Writers of the greatJ 
eft Credit and Renown: Becaufe unlefs we 
know, and mind, and apply to thofe fame 
Jlulps which they followed, and which make 

their 
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their Writi»gs appear m fiich Advantagtf^ we 
may indeed imitate th^m> but really without 
any Refemblance ; and feetn to.ourfelvcs to 
follow them clofe, arid yet without coming 
any Thing the nearer to them. 

I have not hitherto faid any Thio^ on a 
Point which the French, Writers on Chrtfiian 
Eloquence never fail to roentioo. They fpeak 
of it under the higheft Charafters ; ftiKng 
it JJOn^im^ (for which yFc have no Word 
m EngUfij) : And ^s iHey make a diftiad: 
Article of it, it hath not fallen, fo far as it 
sedates to Qmpojition^ under any of the £3re- 
going Headfi^ 

They mean by it, fts.I take it, A truly 
religious Spirit that reigns throughout the 
whole CompofitioHy enlivens and fen^ttfies it, 
And betokens the Compbfer himfelf to be a 
fjncere good Man; One that has a troe Senfe 
of what he feys \ who talks not merely from 
juft Ideas, but from a feafon'd Heart ; evi- 
dencing by the whole Turn of bis Expref- 
iions that he not only does firmly believe all 
that he advances, bat earneflly defires his 
whole Audience may be ajfo convinced of 
the fame. 

But 
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But indeed this UnSiion (if one may fo 
render the French) 'h as difcernible in that 
other Branch of the Preacher's Charafter, 
Pronunciation^ as it is in Compojf ton ; n^y^ 
perhaps fometiines it may, be thought more 
fo. You will fee what is meant by it, when 
it is fpoken in Regard to Delivery^ \n vay 
tiffsX Difcoucfe, Should it pkafe God to g^ve 
«ne another Opportunity of going through 
With my Preaching Rules, at x>ur Meeting 
ix^gether on a like Qocafion. : . w. a 



y I s I- 



[ 476 ] 

VISITATION CHARGE, Anm x-j^-j, 
D I SCO U R S E III. 



; Reverend Brethren^ 

YO U may well exped I iliould at length 
make an End Qf a Sabjedl: on which I 
have already twice addre£^ you. And cho' 
I am feniible of my oWA Inabilities to doit 
Juftice, and treat it as worthily as it delervesi 
yet as you have been pleafed to attend to my 
Advices, fuch as they be, on a Subjed fo 
extremely well fuited to thefe Occaiions, I 
had rather make a third j^xperiment of your 
Candour, than fail in fulfilling my Part on a 
Point of fuch Coofequence. to us all. 

I {hall therefore now proceed to give you 
the Remainder of thofe Rules for Preaching, 
which I thought, and I hope from what you 
have heard of them already, you think too, 
not to be undeferving your Confideration. 

My firft Difcourfe you may recoUedt was 
wholly taken up in fctting forth in fevcral 

Par- 
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Particulars, How our Stile may be beft adjujled 
and accommodated to the life of the Pulpit, 

In my laft, this Time twelve Months, I 
treated on Invention and Method^ and of their 
Jingular life in framing and dramfig up Ser- 
mons. And under one or other of thefe Headsr 
I laid before; youi as I think, all the appro- 
ved Rules for Compojition. 

And the Pomt that comes now to be fpoke 
to by way of Conclufion is the Manner ef 
difcbarging ourfehes in the Pulpit j or^ what 
we commonly call Delivery : Which is the 
Art of happily executing with the Tongue, 
what is previoufly fchcmed and prepared with 
the Pen. 

And indeed this, when you confider it 
well, will be found a moft marterial Article 
in our Subjedl. For what is Stile ? what is . 
Invention ? what is Method? if there be want- 
ing that which alone can fet off and give 
Life and Grace to them all, viz. A proper 
Elocution^ or ^jujl Delivery? 

And this as I once before took the Liberty 
of intimating to you is that Part of the pub- 
lick Service which our Eng/i/h Clergy, — 

• pardon 
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pardon the Saggcftion-^i^o not fo thoroughly 
ftudy 98 might be wifticd* 

The late jndicieus Bifliop of Londoriy Dr 
Gibforij who underftood the Laws of the 
Pulpit as well as any other of pcclefiaftical 
Denomination, was very fenfible of this De- 
fed: in many of 6ur Order ; And in one of 
his Charges reminds his Clergy Qf what 2)^- 
mojibenes is reported to hav? faid, when he 
was afked ivbat was thejirfi Slmlification of a 
good Orator f'^^-'^^-'Ilc anfwered, Pronuncia- 
jiiw.-^When aiked again, what was the fe- 
cond ?— He anfwcr'd Ugain, Pronunciation.-^^ 
What the third ? ftill Pronunciation :; As 
if without that, no Oration could be worth 
attending to. / 

It is true that Pronunciation among the 
AncieRts . included the whole Adtion of the 
Speaker, or theCo-opcraiiofi of all his Mem- 
bers with his Tongue, thq more yigoroufly 
to imprefs his Sentiments on the Hearers. 
Which combined Arts of Addrefs, in the 
Greek and Roman Orators, were indeed to 
great Purpofe in their Days, confidcring the 
Arguments they had to treat upon, the Cuf- 
toms and Privileges of the Courts in which 

they 
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they pleaded, and tjie Temper and Tafle 
of their Auditors. And it \% as true that with 
us the Cafe is far different, and that our Sub- 
jeds though they afford Light and Life much 
beyond theirs, yet would be injured by -be- 
ing handled with Contention and Vehemence : 
For they are of a more delicate Nature, and 
are beft fet oS "in fokmn Compofure^ or what 
we may more properly call, in Oppofition to 
the pr^aifed Movements of the Ancients^ 
A majejlic Tranquillity, For Agitations of 
the Body or Theatrical Geftures arc a kind 
of Gafconade in the Pulpit, which we readily 
refign to ^ neighbouring Nation. Our Peo^ 
ple would not be pleafed with fuch fcfenics* 
Reprefentations, or cnthufiaftic Behaviours; 
neither, if they would, ought we to encou- 
rage them in fo falfe a Tafte. 

But then feeing we are in a Manner 

obliged to lay afido the Ufe and Study of that 
Part or Mode of Pronunciation, which con- 
fifted in A5iiony how much greater Reafori 
have we to cultivate and improve all the 
Powers of the Tongue y and to exercife our-, 
felves in all the poffible Gxz.zt% oi Ehcution ; 



m 
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iti which the whole Art of our Pronuncid* 
tion or Delivery miift now confift. 

A few general Advices on this Head will 
be fufficient, and, I will prefuootei not un- 
acceptable. 

I. In- the firft Place, 1 believe, you will 
readily agree with me, that the Ufe of Notes, 
which is a very valuable Privilege, and in 
many Rcfpedts beneficial, was never defigned 
to dcftroy the Energy, deaden the Vivacity, 
or even in any wife reftrdin the Force and 
EflFeiSts of a Difcourfe upon the Audience. 

How greatly then is this Advantage abufedj 
when it tempts us to read with Apathy^ what 
bught to be fpoken with as much Life and 
Spirit as if it flowed unpremeditated 1 

Hencc^ comes the unlucky Diftin<5lion hc^ 
tween Preachers and Readers of their own 
Sermons. . The one fpeak or deliver thcra- 
felves like Advocates at the Bar: But the 
other more like the Clerk of the Cotirt reading 
the Indidtment behind the Taile. 

Towards the Remedy of which Mifufe 
pf Notes let it be obfcrved, . fecondly, 

II. That we Jhould endeavour , to preach in 
the Manner we talk^ provided we do it loud 

enough 



A "Third Difcourfe on Preaching. 47I 

enough to be heard, and Icifurely enough to 
be htard diftinftly. 

This is in, fome Meafure intimated in the 
veiy XcVn;is we ufe for this Part of our Mi- 
toiftration. Homilies from the Greek Wordi 
Sermons from the Latin : Difcourfes Engli0. 
AIL of: them importing an eafy familiar kind 
of Addrefs to the People. 
/ And- whereas there is fomcthing in every 
Man^s Talk which.k peculiar to himfelf, it 
is. further advifeable for every one in preach- 
ing to keep to his peculiar or ufual Manner 
of Elocution. For what is moft natural is 
generally moft becoming; and the- taking 
fains! to alter bur Cuftoniary Mode of Pro^ 
nunciatim feldom turns to good Account t 
Befidei that what is got by Art, or by imi- 
tating others is ever apt to be attended moro 
or lefs with a Spice of AfFeAation. 
; And this Rule being mentioned leads u^ 
diredlly to another, which is 

III. Tb avoid in preaehiflg as we do in com^ 
mm Lifey famenefi of Toney and famene/s of 
Cadence. 

. Vol- II, I i A Mu- 
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A Mufician that plays only on one Strings 
or always in the fame Key, will never make 
good Muficki 

. The Voice is capable of infinite Modula-* 
tions, And ought to be. cxercifed in all that 
t^aricty. that is requifite for expreffing both 
the Force and Beauty of every Sentiment that 
is conveyed by it to the Audience., 
• But where this ftudy is quite ovcr4boked, 
and this Care totally negledcd, ill Cufloms 
take Place> and being continued become at 
length inveterate. There are fonic who yet 
retain the Cant they got at School : And what 
Js more ftrange they retain it only in tho 
Reading Deik and in the Pulpit : And being 
Men in Senfey Learning,, and Argument, ar^ 
ftill Beys in Delivery i repeating their Ser^p 
inons, with their Books in their Hands^ of 
Seventy, as they did their Leffdns at Seven. 

But how well focvcr the Tone and Cadencies 
may be adjufted for making the Difcouffe 
pafs off agreeably, yet there is fomething 
further neceffary to a goqd Delivery^ namely 

IV. That wejhould obfcrve Time and Mea-- 
Jure in what wf^y^ fo as not to be always, in 

the 
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Uti^ fa^ne Strain^ either uniformly rapid or 
uniformly j^i9^. 

. For as Compofitions are not all of a Piece,^ 
that i^, of one and the fame Kind of Stufl^ 
and Texture throughout, but confift of Parts^ 
which have a different Strudure and Caft, 
fo neithjCr Ihould one and the fame Meafure, 
of Recital be ufed with them from the B^ . 
ginning to the End.- 

Some Paffages require a fwifter Execu- 
tion : Others a more deliberate; Our Fluency^ 
fhould be like that of the Streams, which 
hafteh over the Shallows, but move flowly^ 
in deep Places. 

Indeed a. continued Rapidity, befides its. 
being waftfui and unthrifty by expending^ 
much Matter in a litde Time, hath other^ 
unfriendly Confequencesl. For it doth in 
Appearance put all Topics upon the Level -^ 
And makes a Man feem to treat even Myfte-^ 
ries in Religion with the'i^me Hafte and; 
Unconcern, as if he was talking about in- 
different Things. ... , 
' You may have known perhaps fome for-- 
mal Perfons who would in their commonif 
Converfation fpeak as gravely and folemnlyx 
I i 2 upon 
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upon a Straw or a Feather ^ as if they were 
treating a Point of Divinity. This feems 
abfurd enough. But it is much more fo 
when the Cafe is reverfed, and the moft in- 
terefting Subjeds are fpofcen of tvith as much 
Negligence and Precipitancy, as if the H)eme 
were of no greater Confequence than a Pea- 
tber or z Straw. 

Yet what has been obferved about Tones^ 
and Cadencies, ^me and Meajure muft not 
interfere with the fifth Rule, which is 

V. To preferve a Jufficient Exertion of the 
Voice through every Part of the Difcourfe. 

They indeed who have weak Conftitutionl 
and low Voices muft do as well as they can : 
And what cannot be helped will never be 
excepted againft. 

• Bat I point this Advice to others, who' 
neither want Lungs, nor have any Dcfign of 
iparing them, but yet through an ill-judged 
Mode of fpeaking accuilom themfelves to 
drop or fink their Voices towards the Clofe 
of their Sentences, or fufFer it to die awaj^ in 
their Cadencies. Whereby they really, tho' 
undefignedly, deprive fcverjfl of their Hearers 
of Part of their Difcourfe, and leave dicnt to 

fupply 



fupply by Conjefture thofe Remnants of the 
Sentences which they cannot recover by their*' 
Ears. This is preaching by Halves to Au- 
ditdrs fo cirCumftanced i 'Tis a Kind df IStif^ 
ling in the Birth what flioulid be ddivered;' 
and brought forth compleat and intire; 

Let me add that ' all thefe Rules aboVe- 
mentiohed hold equally good, be oui: natural 
Command of Voice mtorc or lefs, being^oqual- 
ly pradticabic by .all of us v<rithin that Sphere 
or Compafs, be it .grcaret or fmalter,' whicfc 
we can audibly fill. ^- / .; . 

And now we are prepared for* the iixth 
and laft Rulb, which indeed compri^s all 
the former, and ife properly, the Aggregate 
of them all, and thisl ihall give you in Tullf^^ 
Definition bf PrommciattM fo far as we aifc 
concerned in it. 

VI.' Prhnuneiati0 e^ e^ Rerum et Vefhorum 
Dignitate Vocis Moderatid^ To rule arid guide' 
the Voice by the Impcirt of the Senfe, and 
the Turn of the Didtion : To frame and adapf 
it to the Subjcft Matters we treat of, and to 
the Words by which we deferibe them : To 
mould our Delivery into their Shapes, fo far 

as 
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MS it is capable of taking New -Forms,: and to 
alter it as the Topics themfelvcs change/ 

W^ $1 Man, for Ii^ftanfce, to give his 
AdviCfs to feme Dear Friend about Points 
pf the utaioft Moment 19 his Family or Af- 
fairs, furfly he would model his Voice after 
another Manner than if he was reading a Pa- 
ragraph of foreign Ne w$ in the Gazette. 
. • Matters .cif, Weight awft b? delivered^ ai 
Rerum Dfgnifafe^ diftinjStly and flowly to 
tho£^ whom they cosi^rp -, and with fuch aa 
Air of Serioufnefs, as may beft exprcfs the 
Speakor'S^ i^erAal Senfe of. their .Importance 
to be attended to $ and Which, in Diicdnrres 
concerning Religion, makes a principal Part 
of that UnSlion which the • Foreigft Writers 
on this Sjubjed^ hpld. ei£$ntiai to the Perfec- 
tion of a Chrijiian Orator. 

Thus Xor Inftadc^i as often as mention is 
made in our Difcojitfes from the Pulpit of 
God's Atfributes and Pcrfedionsi or of any 
Thing that borders upon the Majefty of the 
Divine Being, it muft be done with fuitable 
Reverence and Humility ^^ Speaking of Him, 
M Cathedra Cbri/ii, as we would Speak to 

Him] 
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Him, St antes ad Mtare : Which gives jhe 
full JmagCQf.whatl.mcafi. : (i ; - ^ I 

But other Things are to t>p •b$p41e4 ici« 
ifiwf ally, and with more Spirit; ^3 ,: 
. The Devil an4 Sin with aji Ajjcent of In* 
dignatiopandAverfion. • -^ f i / 

The Pretences and ScpfTs of ^Upfepligyferf 
with an Air of Reftjntnient an4:Difdain. 
. But .Sinners t^emfeives. They are our Bre- 
thren, Bfc always tp.be fppken pf ,with Pity^ 
§hame^ and^ Concern • 

God's Favour!? ^pd Promifes: are. to bQ ex^ 
liibitdd/ with Confidence, , or ;% lively : Affu^ 
r*nce., . . ; V) • ; ■ ;! 

t Hie Thre&trungs; and Terrors with, a fore- 
boding Dread and Solicitude, . *. : 

Inftruiflions are to. be givco with Uniform; 
Clearnefg, and Diftinftion. 

But the Perfuafives are to be urged with 
all the Variety of Pathos that we can give 
them. 

. And then as for Tranfitions and all other 
Sentences that ferve only to conncdl the Parts 
of the Difcourfe together, let them be recited, 
#s Things of no Confequcnce, with the ut- 
|3ioft Indifference. 

I am 
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' I am juft coming, I fee, to the End of my 
Paper^ and fo mufi: comprize as much as I 
ean in a few Words. 

Such is the Benefit and Power of Art m 
Delivery, that even a Sti^ or a P<y&^ jproptrljr 
made, and on fome Ocdafions^ £bali be ^qui« 
VvXmt to ^ Sentence. 

And a fliort Senttjnce, that k big with 
Matter^ and yrell prepared, being alfo am^ 
phatically fpoken, (ball be fometimes asfig- 
nificant in its Eficds as a whole Period^ or 
any laboured Tour df Words. 

And a Period^ delivered by One' who is 
Mafter oi Pronunciation^ (hall be better re- 
membered, and do more good, than a wbble 
Sermon from the Mouth of another who is 
l^gardlefs of his Delivery. 
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